A13 Functional Family Therapy
(FFT) in Los Angeles County
Probation

Wednesday, June 13, 2018 10:30 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.

Adam Bettino, Julia Vest

Salon 7



This page is intentionally left blank



Los Angeles County (o]

Probation Department E‘g‘}“%i

- =)
L

EBP AND JUVENILE JUST

Julia Vest, LCSW
Supervising Deputy Probation Officer
Adam Bettino
Probation Director

BEFORE
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TRAINING

General Peace Officer Training

Training was often provided by outside vendors
Training was individualized with generally no follow up
SDPOs provided day to day informal training

40 hours of general training required each year




Los Any

SUPERVISION

DPO’s provided supervision to 60-100 minors

Supervision of DPO’s determined by SDPO’s knowledge,
experience, and motivation

SDPOs managed more than coached

Supervision varied, based on SDPO’s style and level of involvement

IMPLEMENTATION BEFORE EBP

Services were program specific, generally not data driven, and lacked
concrete outcome expectations
Programs often did not have a Quality Assurance Component
Services were based on:

1. Program philosophy

2. Probationer & families’ needs

3. Varied management involvement

4. SDPO knowledge, experience, and motivation

Los Angeles County Probation Department
B M FFT Symposium - April 2014

BEFORE EBP

m Large numbers of probationers served
m Larger caseloads at lower training cost

= DPO impact was based on motivation,
creativity and commitment

m Diverse trainings and varied work
assignments

m DPOs developed a multiplicity of skill sets




EBP’S COME TO LA COUNTY
PROBATION

FUNCTIONAL FAMILY THERAPY

FROM ---T

TRAINING
FROM GENERAL PEACE OFFICER TRAINING TO MODEL SPECIFIC TRAINING
FROM OCCASIONAL TRAINING TO ONGOING TRAINING

SUPERVISION

FROM GENERAL SUPERVISION TO INVOLVED IN EVERY CASE

FROM 60-100 MINORS TO 12 FAMILIES PER DPO

FROM SPECIAL INCIDENT REPORTS/COURT REPORTS TO CLINICAL NOTES/CLINICAL SKILLS
FROM PEACE OFFICER FIELD MANUAL TO DATA SPECIFIC MEASURES OF COMPETANCE
FROM OFFICE WORK TO LARGELY UNSUPERVISED FIELD WORK

IMPLEMENTATION

FROM GENERAL RECRUITMENT TO SPECIFIC SCREENING FOR SPECIFIC SKILLS

FROM BID LIST AND A PHONE CALL TO A BACKGROUND CHECK AND A PANEL INTERVIEW
FROM P.E. BASED ON FIELD MANUAL TO P.E. BASED ON MODEL ADHERENCE AND FIDELITY
FROM DISCIPLINE BASED ON FIELD MANUAL TO DISCIPLINE BASED ON MODEL ADHERENCE

OVER TIME

2008 - TWO TEAMS/CONSULTANT MONITORED
FIDELITY/NO POLICY STANDARDS

2009 - SITE LEAD/PEER MONITORED FIDELITY

2010 - NEW DIRECTOR/FFT STANDARDS /UNION VETTED

2011 - MODEL DRIE
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Los Angeles County Probati
B v FFT symposium - Aps

Improving Probation Officer Fidelity

DATA DRIVEN PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS

FFT STANDARDS UPDATED ANUALLY

DISCIPLINE TIED TO FIDELITY AND UNION CONTRACT

QUARTERLY GTR FEEDBAC

OUTCOME STUDIES PERFORMED BY OUTSIDE AGENCY

WEEKLY QA REPORTS TO MANAGEMENT

FIDELITY IMPROVEMENT PLANS (FFT)

MONITORING OFFICE WORK VERSUS FIELD WORK

SUPERVISOR’S JOB DUTIES FOCUSED ON FIDELITY SUPERVISION AND ACCOUNTABILITY
ADMINISTRATION EDUCATED ON NEED FOR LOW CASELOAD FOR SDPO’S AND P.0.’S
RECONCILIATION OF FFT DATA ENTRIES WITH PROBATION SYSTEM DATA ENTRIES
QUALITY ASSURANCE CALLS TO FAMILIES

DATA TRENDING CHARTS TO EDUCATE/ENCOURAGE STAFF AND MANAGEMENT
JOINT STAFFING BETWEEN FFPS OFFICERS AND FFT OFFICERS

EXPORT OF FFT TO PROBATION AREA OFFICES AND JUDGES

WEEKLY COMMUNICATION WITH TITLE IV-E PROGRAM ANALYSTS

idelity Improvement CSS Updat

Program Analyst Stats Evaluation Incenti

BETTER OUTCOMES

Adherence

Supervision model:

Present and accessible supervision
Detailed feedback and encouragement

Comprehensive teaching of the tools so that
evety situation has a potential answ

et

Defining expectations, Tracking the work,
Documenting missed deadlines

Rewards and Consequences

Accountability at every level

Working with Program Analysts/Rescarchers

Identifying when there is not a match between
PO. and FFT program

Making necessary changes for the greater good

Competence

Encouraging staff to be creative, spontancous and
passionate about their work with families

Developing team culture so that peers encourage
peers and group ownership occurs

Defining how individual performance influences
family outcomes, team statistics, stakeholder
perspectives, and the longevity of the program

Discussing rewards of FFT when done well

Dialoguing about success, ideas for program
improvement, and clinical challenges

Sharing success stories with upper management to
aid career growth but also to disseminate ideas that

work




Barriers

IMPLEMENTING EBP WITHIN THE PROBATION
DEPARTMENT REQUIRED A SHIFT IN THINKING ABOUT
TRAINING, SUPERVISION, WORKLOAD, DISCIPLINE,

OUTCOMES AND MONEY.

LA COUNTY PROBATION FFT

RESPECT FOR BUREAUCRACY MANUEVERING, UNIONIZATION, ACCOUNTABILITY AND
HIERARCHY ARE AS IMPORTANT AS DATA GATHERING AND CLINICLA SKILLS WHEN TRYING TO
ACHIEVE GOOD OUTCOMES.

THIS SYMBIOSIS LEADS TO A NEW SET OF COMPLEX SKILLS AND THE SUM BECOMES GREATER
THAN IT'S PARTS.

PROBATION OFFICERS ARE EFFECTIVE STEWARDS OF EVIDENCE BASED PRACTICES
PROBATION OFFICERS HAVE UNIQUE SKILLS THAT ENHANCE FFT INTERVENTIONS
PROBATION OFFICERS HAVE SOMETHING UNIQUE TO SHARE WITH CBO'S, LAWMAKERS AND
CLINICIANS

LA COUNTY PROBATION OFFICER CULTURE HAS INFLUENCED FFT AND FFT HAS INFLUENCED
THE LA COUNTY PROBATION DEPARTMENT

IMPLEMENTATION OF LA COUNTY FUNCTIONAL FAMILY PROBATION

Functional Family
Probation

An integrative supervision and case
management model for engaging,
motivating, assessing and working

successfully with high risk youth and

families.




NOW THAT WE HAVE
EVIDENCE BASED PRACTICES
IN JUVENILE JUSTICE

- A Philosophical approach is defined.

- The Target Population is the Family
not the youth.

- The focus is on Sustainable Change.

FFP - TRAINING

Three 2 day trainings over a period of a year focusing on the 3 Phases
of FFP

Weekly consultation calls with FFPS Consultant

Booster Trainings as needed

Monthly SDPO consultation calls with FFPS Consultant

Occasional trainings of SDPO through observations and consultations

FFP - SUPERVISION

SDPO conducts weekly group case staffing meetings with all DPOs

SDPO meets with each DPO monthly to discuss cases, give feedback,
and discuss the implementation of the FFP model

All SDPOs are expected to ide the same amount of supervision
based off of the model’s qu assurance requirements

Level of supervision is based (;ff of SDPO’s motivational level




FFP - MODEL
ADHERENT IMPLEMENTATION

A Philosophical approach is defined

Specific skills are trained & expected to be implemented at specific
phases of the program

Quality Assurance Component is implemented at all phases of the
program

Statistical Data is collected and Evaluated

FFP - Fidelity Measures
& Probation Measures

FFP Standards are updated annually

Weekly Adherence Scores given after DPO presents case in weekly
group consultations

Quarterly Global Rating Measures (GRM)

Quality Improvement Plans Established if DPO does not meet FFP
HERGEIGH

Meetings between FFP DPOs and FFT DPOs

Progressive Discipline tied to Fidelity

Reconciliation of FFP data entries with Probation Systems

Regular Communication with Title IV-E Director & Program Analysts

Los Angeles County ion Department
CIMH FFT Symposium - April 2014

BARRIERS

Union Operation

Lack of Buy-In from Management, SDPOs, and/or DPOs

DPOs who are resistant to self awareness and/or self improvement
Claiming a lack of time - too many obligations

Lack of Uniformity across teams

DPOs and Management focused on “old school” practices
Constantly changing leadership




IMPLEMENTATION

Buy-In from Management, SDPOs, & DPOs

Level of Service matched to Family’s Risk Level
Uniformity in Implementation

Implementation of Quality Improvement measures
Collaboration with Partners

Strength Based Approaches and the rewards of that
Linkage to Diverse Services

Defined fidelity measures, standards, & data definitions

SYSTEM CHANGE

Interface of
Functional Family
Probation
and

Functional Family Therapy

Los Angeles County ion Department
CIMH FFT Symposium - April 2014

FFP & FFT
Collaboration

DPOs and Interventionists meet regularly

SDPOs meet regularly

DPOs and Interventionist are expected to meet with the C

Based Organizations and/or other stake holders monthly

DPOs and Interventionists utilize same Case Management
Documentation system

DPOs and Interventionists meet with families together to establish
boundaries and define roles




Los Angeles County Probation Department
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FFP & FFT
Continuity of Care

DPOs and Interventionists participate in MDTs prior to minors
returning home from out of home care

DPOs and Interventionists meet with Therapists and DPOs who were
providing services to minors while placed in out of home care

DPOs and Interventionists build on case plan already establis! while
minors were placed in out of home care

DPOs and Interventionists work with Group Home Aftercare Providers

ty Probation Department
n 014

FFP & FFT
Confidentiality

DPOs & Interventionists discuss boundaries regarding confidentiality
DPOs & Interventionists discuss confidentiality boundaries with
Families

Families have an Interventionist to discuss confidential matters with
that will not be reported to the DPOs

DPOs link families to Interventionists to discuss fidential issues

Courts are not informed of Confidential issues discussed in FFT
sessions and only informed of level of participation

ngeles County Probation Department
014

Reduced Risk Factors

DPOs & Interventionists work with the same families simultaneously
DPOs & Interventions assess Risk Factors

DPOs & Interventionists intervene to address Risk Factors

DPOs & Interventionists link families to services to reduce Risk Factors
DPOs & Interventionists work as a team to ensure that Risk Factors are
being addressed
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Los Angeles County Probation Department
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Protective Factors

DPOs & Interventionists work with the same families simultaneously
DPOs & Interventions assess Protective Factors

DPOs & Interventionists intervene to address Protective Factors

DPOs & Interventionists link families to services to increase Protective
Factors

DPOs & Interventionists work as a team to ensure that Protective
Factors are being addressed & increased

ty Probation Department
n 014

Fidelity

DPOs & Interventionists are aware of each Model
DPOs & Interventionists use the same terminology with the Families

DPOs & Interventionists utilize the some of the same interventions
with the Families

DPOs & Interventionists focus is on sustainable change

DPOs & Interventionists both take a Strength Based approach with
familiies

FFT & FFP INTERFACE
BARRIERS

10



THE BENEFITS OF BEING
PROBATION OFFICER
THERAPISTS

EBP CHAMPIONS
IN JUVENILE

JUSTICE

Questions & Answers
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TRAINING

General Peace Officer Training

Training was often provided by outside vendors
Training was individualized with generally no follow up
SDPOs provided day to day informal training

40 hours of general training required each year
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SUPERVISION

m DPO’s provided supervision to 60-100 minors

Supervision of DPO’s was determined by SDPO’s knowledge,
experience, and motivation

= SDPOs managed more than coached
m Supervision varied, based on SDPO’s style and level of involvement
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IMPLEMENTATION BEFORE EBP

m Services were program specific, generally not data driven, and lacked
concrete outcome expectations

Programs often did not have a Quality Assurance Component
m Services were based on:
1. Program philosophy
2. Probationer & families’ needs
3. Varied management involvement
4. SDPO knowledge, experience, and motivation
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BEFORE EBP

m Large numbers of probationers served
m Larger caseloads at lower training cost

m DPO impact was based on motivation,
creativity and commitment

m Diverse trainings and varied work
assignments

m DPOs developed a multiplicity of skill sets




TITLE IV-E WAIVER

m 5-Year Capped Allocation of Title IV-E funds

® Unspent dollars in one fiscal year can be
rolled into subsequent fiscal years to be
reinvested into staffing/services

m Flexibility in service provision

m Certain eligibility criteria watved



TITLE IV-E WAIVER

m [.os Angeles and Alameda Counties join
the Waiver in 2007.

m First project-period: 2007 — 2012
m Bridge years: 2012-2014

m Current project-period: 2014 — 2019 — 7
additional Counties

m Watvers end September 30, 2019



TITLE IV-E WAIVER

m 5-Year Capped Allocation of Title IV-E funds

® Unspent dollars in one fiscal year can be
rolled into subsequent fiscal years to be
reinvested into staffing/services

m Flexibility in service provision
m Certain eligibility criteria watved — services
expanded to a larger population



THEORY OF CHANGE

®m How does flexible funding impact outcomes for

youth who are at-risk of entering out-of-home
carer

m [.os Angeles County has implemented programs
to increase safety, permanency and well-being
for youth who are at-risk of entering out-of-
placement.



WAIVER SERVICE ARRAY

® Functional Family Therapy

® Functional Family Probation

m Wraparound

m Health Care Program for Probation Youth
m Out-patient substance abuse treatment

m Subsidized Employment

B Administrative support statf



EBP’S COME TO LA COUNTY
PROBATION

FUNCTIONAL FAMILY THERAPY



FROM ---TO

TRAINING
FROM GENERAL PEACE OFFICER TRAINING TO MODEL SPECIFIC TRAINING
FROM OCCASIONAL TRAINING TO ONGOING TRAINING

SUPERVISION

FROM GENERAL SUPERVISION TO INVOLVED IN EVERY CASE

FROM 60-100 MINORS TO 12 FAMILIES PER DPO

FROM SPECIAL INCIDENT REPORTS/COURT REPORTS TO CLINICAL NOTES/CLINICAL SKILLS
FROM PEACE OFFICER FIELD MANUAL TO DATA SPECIFIC MEASURES OF COMPETANCE
FROM OFFICE WORK TO LARGELY UNSUPERVISED FIELD WORK

IMPLEMENTATION

FROM GENERAL RECRUITMENT TO SPECIFIC SCREENING FOR SPECIFIC SKILLS

FROM BID LIST AND A PHONE CALL TO A BACKGROUND CHECK AND A PANEL INTERVIEW
FROM P.E. BASED ON FIELD MANUAL TO P.E. BASED ON MODEL ADHERENCE AND FIDELITY
FROM DISCIPLINE BASED ON FIELD MANUAL TO DISCIPLINE BASED ON MODEL ADHERENCE

13



Los Angeles County Probation Department
) Partnerships for Well-Being - June 13, 2018

PROBATION FFT
OVER TIME

m 2008 - TWO TEAMS/CONSULTANT MONITORED
FIDELITY/NO POLICY STANDARDS

m 2009 - SITE LEAD/PEER MONITORED FIDELITY
m 2010 - NEW DIRECTOR/FFT STANDARDS /UNION VETTED
m 2011 - MODEL DRIFT

m 2012 - SITE LEAD/SUPERVISOR MONITORED FIDELTY
DISCIPLINE/STAFF MOVED/ANALYST MONITORED
DATA/FIRST OUTCOME STUDY

m 2013 - INCENTIVES
m 2014 — SUPERVISOR MONITORED FIDELITY
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Improving Probation Officer Fidelity

n DATA DRIVEN PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS

] FFT STANDARDS UPDATED ANUALLY

n DISCIPLINE TIED TO FIDELITY AND UNION CONTRACT

] QUARTERLY GTR FEEDBACK

] OUTCOME STUDIES PERFORMED BY OUTSIDE AGENCY

n WEEKLY QA REPORTS TO MANAGEMENT

] FIDELITY IMPROVEMENT PLANS (FFT)

n MONITORING OFFICE WORK VERSUS FIELD WORK

m SUPERVISOR’S JOB DUTIES FOCUSED ON FIDELITY SUPERVISION AND ACCOUNTABILITY
[ ADMINISTRATION EDUCATED ON NEED FOR LOW CASELOAD FOR SDPO’S AND P.0O.’S
[ RECONCILIATION OF FFT DATA ENTRIES WITH PROBATION SYSTEM DATA ENTRIES

] QUALITY ASSURANCE CALLS TO FAMILIES

] DATA TRENDING CHARTS TO EDUCATE/ENCOURAGE STAFF AND MANAGEMENT

] JOINT STAFFING BETWEEN FFPS OFFICERS AND FFT OFFICERS

n EXPORT OF FFT TO PROBATION AREA OFFICES AND JUDGES

] WEEKLY COMMUNICATION WITH TITLE IV-E PROGRAM ANALYSTS



GTR’s Staffing Fidelity Improvement CSS Updates QA Calls Standards Program Analyst Stats Evaluation Incentives
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BETTER OUTCOMES

Supervision model: Encouraging staff to be creative, spontaneous and
Present and accessible supervision passionate about their work with families
Detailed feedback and encouragement

Comprehensive teaching of the tools so that Developing team culture so that peers encourage
every situation has a potential answer peers and group ownership occurs

Defining expectations, Tracking the work, Defining how individual performance influences
Documenting missed deadlines family outcomes, team statistics, stakeholder
Rewards and Consequences perspectives, and the longevity of the program

Accountability at every level
Working with Program Analysts/Researchers Discussing rewards of FFT when done well

Identitying when there is not a match between  Dialoguing about success, ideas for program
P.O. and FFT program improvement, and clinical challenges
Sharing success stories with upper management to
Making necessary changes for the greater good aid career growth but also to disseminate ideas that
work
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Barriers

IMPLEMENTING EBP WITHIN THE PROBATION
DEPARTMENT REQUIRED A SHIFT IN THINKING ABOUT
TRAINING, SUPERVISION, WORKLOAD, DISCIPLINE,

OUTCOMES AND MONEY.
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LA COUNTY PROBATION FFT

RESPECT FOR BUREAUCRACY MANUEVERING, UNIONIZATION, ACCOUNTABILITY AND

HIERARCHY ARE AS IMPORTANT AS DATA GATHERING AND CLINICLA SKILLS WHEN TRYING TO
ACHIEVE GOOD OUTCOMES.

THIS SYMBIOSIS LEADS TO A NEW SET OF COMPLEX SKILLS AND THE SUM BECOMES GREATER
THAN IT'S PARTS.

= PROBATION OFFICERS ARE EFFECTIVE STEWARDS OF EVIDENCE BASED PRACTICES
= PROBATION OFFICERS HAVE UNIQUE SKILLS THAT ENHANCE FFT INTERVENTIONS

= PROBATION OFFICERS HAVE SOMETHING UNIQUE TO SHARE WITH CBO'S, LAWMAKERS AND
CLINICIANS

= LACOUNTY PROBATION OFFICER CULTURE HAS INFLUENCED FFT AND FFT HAS INFLUENCED
THE LA COUNTY PROBATION DEPARTMENT

m |IMPLEMENTATION OF LA COUNTY FUNCTIONAL FAMILY PROBATION



Functional Family
Probation

An Integrative supervision and case
management model for engaging,
motivating, assessing and working

successfully with high risk youth and

families.



NOW THAT WE HAVE
EVIDENCE BASED PRACTICES
IN JUVENILE JUSTICE

- A Philosophical approach is defined.
- The Target Population is the Family
not the youth.

- The focus is on Sustainable Change.
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FFP - TRAINING

m Three 2 day trainings over a period of a year focusing on the 3 Phases
of FFP

Weekly consultation calls with FFPS Consultant

Booster Trainings as needed

Monthly SDPO consultation calls with FFPS Consultant

Occasional trainings of SDPO through observations and consultations
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FFP - SUPERVISION

m SDPO conducts weekly group case staffing meetings with all DPOs

SDPO meets with each DPO monthly to discuss cases, give feedback,
and discuss the implementation of the FFP model

m All SDPOs are expected to provide the same amount of supervision
based off of the model’s quality assurance requirements

m Level of supervision is based off of SDPO’s motivational level
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23> Partnerships for Well-Being - June 13,2018

FFP - MODEL
ADHERENT IMPLEMENTATION

m A Philosophical approach is defined

m Specific skills are trained & expected to be implemented at specific
phases of the program

m Quality Assurance Component is implemented at all phases of the
program

m Statistical Data is collected and Evaluated
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FFP - Fidelity Measures
& Probation Measures

m FFP Standards are updated annually

Weekly Adherence Scores given after DPO presents case in weekly
group consultations

m Quarterly Global Rating Measures (GRM)

Quality Improvement Plans Established if DPO does not meet FFP
standards

Meetings between FFP DPOs and FFT DPOs

Progressive Discipline tied to Fidelity

Reconciliation of FFP data entries with Probation Systems

Regular Communication with Title IV-E Director & Program Analysts
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BARRIERS

Union Operation

Lack of Buy-In from Management, SDPOs, and/or DPOs

DPOs who are resistant to self awareness and/or self improvement
Claiming a lack of time - too many obligations

Lack of Uniformity across teams

DPOs and Management focused on “old school” practices
Constantly changing leadership
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IMPLEMENTATION

Buy-In from Management, SDPOs, & DPOs

Level of Service matched to Family’s Risk Level
Uniformity in Implementation

Implementation of Quality Improvement measures
Collaboration with Partners

Strength Based Approaches and the rewards of that
Linkage to Diverse Services

Defined fidelity measures, standards, & data definitions



SYSTEM CHANGE

Interface of
Functional Family
Probation
and
Functional Family Therapy
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FFP & FFT
Collaboration

m DPOs and Interventionists meet regularly
SDPOs meet regularly

m DPOs and Interventionist are expected to meet with the Community
Based Organizations and/or other stake holders monthly

m DPOs and Interventionists utilize same Case Management
Documentation system

m DPOs and Interventionists meet with families together to establish
boundaries and define roles
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FFP & FFT
Continuity of Care

m DPOs and Interventionists participate in MDTs prior to minors
returning home from out of home care

m DPOs and Interventionists meet with Therapists and DPOs who were
providing services to minors while placed in out of home care

m DPOs and Interventionists build on case plan already established while
minors were placed in out of home care

m DPOs and Interventionists work with Group Home Aftercare Providers
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FFP & FFT
Confidentiality

m DPOs & Interventionists discuss boundaries regarding confidentiality

DPOs & Interventionists discuss confidentiality boundaries with
Families

m Families have an Interventionist to discuss confidential matters with
that will not be reported to the DPOs

m DPOs link families to Interventionists to discuss confidential issues

m Courts are not informed of Confidential issues discussed in FFT
sessions and only informed of level of participation
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Reduced Risk Factors

DPOs & Interventionists work with the same families simultaneously
DPOs & Interventions assess Risk Factors

DPOs & Interventionists intervene to address Risk Factors

DPOs & Interventionists link families to services to reduce Risk Factors

DPOs & Interventionists work as a team to ensure that Risk Factors are
being addressed
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Protective Factors

DPOs & Interventionists work with the same families simultaneously
DPOs & Interventions assess Protective Factors
DPOs & Interventionists intervene to address Protective Factors

DPOs & Interventionists link families to services to increase Protective
Factors

m DPOs & Interventionists work as a team to ensure that Protective
Factors are being addressed & increased
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Fidelity

m DPOs & Interventionists are aware of each Model
DPOs & Interventionists use the same terminology with the Families

m DPOs & Interventionists utilize the some of the same interventions
with the Families

DPOs & Interventionists focus is on sustainable change

m DPOs & Interventionists both take a Strength Based approach with
familiies



FFT & FFP INTERFACE
BARRIERS



THE BENEFITS OF BEING
PROBATION OFFICER
THERAPISTS



EBP CHAMPIONS
IN JUVENILE
JUSTICE



END OF WAIVERS

m September 30, 2019

m Extension?

m Families First Prevention Services Act
m Prevention

m Candidacy



Questions & Answers
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®

ver the past 20 years, our nation’s juvenile justice
0 systems have steadily decreased the unnecessary

use of detention and incarceration of young
people, improving their chances of success as adults
while preserving public safety. Yet the large reduction in
confinement has not resulted in significant changes to its
primary alternative — probation, which remains deeply
flawed both in concepr and exccution despite being the

most commeon disposition in juvenile justice.

Handcuffed by conflicting and often unrealistic
cxpectations from judges, prosecurors and the public, and
assigned overwhelming caseloads of too many youth who
should not be the court’s responsibility, juvenile probation
lacks clarity abour its goals and purpose. Despite the
dedication and admirable intentions of probation
professionals, probation often pulls young people

deeper into the system without offering the support and
guidance that would put them on the righc path and
reduce the likelihood of reoffending.

At its best, probation offers court-involved youth who
would otherwise be confined the chance to remain in

the community and participate in constructive and
therapeutic activities. But probation can also become

a gateway to unnecessary confinement for youth who
frustrate auchorities with noncompliant behavior buc
pose minimal risk to public safety. This overreliance on
confinement disproportionately affects youth of color and
exacerbates the already severe racial and ethnic dispariries
plaguing juvenile justice,

Bur it docsn’t have to be that way.

Given research on adelescent behavior and brain
development and evidence abour intervention strategies
that consistently reduce delinquency, the knowledge
exists now to get juvenile probation right. Better yet,
taking action to get probation right presents an enormous
opportunity for improving the entire juvenile justice
system. It is #he reform strategy likely to deliver che best
resules for the most young people, with nearly a half-
million given some form of probation annually.

Geting it right means transforming probation into a
focused intervention that promotes personal growth,
positive behavior change and long-term success for youth
who pose significant risks for serious offending, It means
dramatically reducing the size of the probation population
and probation officer caseloads by diverting far more
youth so they can mature withour being pulled into the
justice system,

- It means wying new interventions and lewting go of

outdated, ineffective ones: ditching compliance in
favor of supports, sanctions in favor of incentives and

court conditions in favor of individualized expectations
and goals.

Getting probarion right means embracing familics and
community organizations as partners and motivating
youth primarily through rewards, incentives and
opportunities to explore their interests and develop skills,
rather than by threats of punishment.

' Finally, getting probation right means setting clear

and meaningful outcome goals for probation itsclf —
including those for improving racial and cthnic equity
— and holding probation and its partner agencies
accountable for achieving them.

This paper lays out the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s
vision for modernizing juvenile probation, It is bascd

on morce than 25 years of expetience with the Juvenile
Detention Alternatives Iniciative® (JDAI) and five years of
studying probation with researchers, practitioners, youth,
families and pilot probation transformation sites.

The paper describes the evidence and rationale behind
the vision’s two pillars: reducing probation caseloads
by diverting a greater share of cases from formal court

| processing and rcfashioning probation into an effective
intervention for the smaller populadion of youth who

- will remain on supervision caseloads. The Foundation
hopes to encourage local action, rescarch, innovation and
'\ learning that will move juvenile probation toward its full
-' potendial for improving the entire juvenile justice system.

tha annie e, casey foundation/www.aecl.org
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Probation plays an outsized role in the juvenile justice system and exerts a

potentially pivotal impact in the lives of court-involved youth. It is the

disposition most often imposed on young people who enter our nation’s

juvenile justice systems.

Probation Plays a Pivotal Role in the
Juvenile Justice System

In 2014, the latest year for which juvenile court data are
available, more than half of the nearly 300,000 youths
found delinquent in juvenile courts (63 percent) were
sentenced to probation, as shown in the chart at right.
“Informal” probation supervision was also the outcome
for more than 100,000 youths whose cases were not
formally processed in juvenile court in 2014 and for
73,000 youths whosc cases were processed formally but
were not adjudicated delinquent. (Informal processing of
juvenile cases is often referred to as “diversion.”) Another
24,000 youths adjudicated for status offenses were placed
on probation.! In all, 383,000 young people were placed
on formal or informal probation supervision in 2014

=— more than half of them youth with status offenses or
informal probation cases.?

As the most common disposition, probation plays a large

j 200,000

DISPOSITIONS FOR YOUTH ADJUDICATED
DELINQUENT BY U.S. JUVENILE COURTS IN 2014

183,200
63%
75,400
[} j
PROBATION RESIDENTIAL OTHER
PLACEMENT

SOURCE: Easy Access lo Juvenile Court Statistics: 1985-2015
Retrieved from www.ojidp goviojstatbblezajey

their share of the total youth population (44 percent).?

role in perperuating the most glaring defect in our nations | Even more worrisome, 68 percent of young people held
p g g | P young peop

juvenile justice systems — the vast and continuing
overrepresentation of African-American, Larino and

other youth of color. In 2014, 55 percent of all probation

dispositions involved youth of color — far higher than

in residential custody in 2015 for a technical violation

— which usually involves breaking probation rules rather
than being charged with a new offense — were youth

of color.*

the annie v, catey foundationfwww.ascl.org
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YOUTH OF COLOR SHARE OF POPULATION

OVERREPRESENTATION OF YOUTH OF COLOR

0%
gt
|
0%
U.S. POPULATION ON IN RESIDENTIAL CUSTODY
AGED 10-17 PROBAT ON DUE TO TECHNICAL
zD14 VIOLATIONS 2015

*Yauth ol coloe include youth of all saces other than white, pius all Lating youth
regardiess of race

SOURCE: OJIDP Statistical Briefing Book. Retrieved from www.0jidp goviojstatbb

Juvenile probation also consumes substantial public
dollars, Available evidence suggests thar our nation's
juvenile probation workforce includes 15,000 10
20,000 professionals, and that total juvenile probation
costs nationwide — including personnel costs plus
expenditures for probation-funded programming,
supplies, technology, transportation and administration
— likely amount to more than $2 billion per year.?

Yet both nationally and locally, the day-to-day, nurts-
and-bolts realities of juvenile probation receive scant
attention. The most recent review of research on juvenile
justice by the National Academics of Science, published
in 2013, listed more than 1,000 reports but did not
reference a single study examining the effectiveness of
juvenile probation as an intervention for court-involved
youth. Likewise, the federal Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) has no ongoing survey

rransforming juvenile probationda vislon for getting It right

regarding youth on probation.® The most recent O)JDP
publication about juvenile probation, released in 2012,
was a two-page bricf that did little morc than deseribe the

nation’s juvcnile probation population.”

This lack of attention to probation is especially
problemaric given its crucial role as a garekeeper to
correctional commitments and other our-of-home
placements. In the 2015 Census of Juveniles in
Residential I"lacement, for instance, 18 pereent of youth
in custody were commirted for technical violations, and
another 5 percent were commirted for violating court
orders stemming from a status offense.®

Evidence Shows That Juvenile
Probation Doesn't Work

In spite of the limited attention given to juvenile
probation, the research indicates that surveillance-
oriented probation is not an cffective strategy for
reversing delinquent behavior, with insignificant effects
on reoffending and especially poor results with youth at
low risk of rearrest.

Insignificant effects on reoffending. In 2013, a team of
scholars at the University of Cincinnati reviewed the
evidence on probation and concluded: “Traditional
community supervision — both as an alternative to
residential supervision {probation) and as a means to
continue supervision after release from a correctional
institution (parole} — is ineffective.” Several other recent
studies concur. For instance, a 2012 article on juvenile
and adult probarion in the Journal of Crime and Justice
declared that “the impact of communicy supervision is
at best limited and ar worst leaves clients more likely o
recidivate.”"" Yer Mark Lipsey of Vanderbilt Universiry,
echoing similar findings from other scholars,'" found
that programs designed to stem delinquency through
counseling, skilt building and restorative justice all




A NOTE TO OUR READERS ABOUT RISK ASSESSMENT

his paper frequently refers to the concept of risk and makes distinctions between youth with high-risk (or

higher) scores vs. those with low-risk (or lower) scores. It does so because many studies have found strong
correlations between assessed risk levels and subsequent outcomes, a finding that generally holds true even
among youth of the same race and/or ethnicity.

Yet this research on risk is highly problematic, both conceptually and pragmatically, in ways that exacerbate

the justice system's unequal (and harsher) treatment of youth of color as compared to their white peers. One
difficulty arises from the fact that juvenile courts and probation agencies have no way of measuring young
people’s actual offending rates but can only measure their rates of rearrest. We know that policing practices and
deployment patterns differ greatly across the country and that the experiences of youth of color with police are
fundamentally different than they are for white youth. As a result, young peopie's likelihood of arrest depends
heavily on contextual factors — like race and ethnicity, neighborhood and school — that are beyond their control.
By relying on future system involvement (arrest, adjudication o incarceration) as their primary ouicome measure,
risk assessment instruments essentiaily take for granted, and therefore heip to perpetuate, the cycle of unequal
treatment. Often this discriminatory dynamic is exacerbated in the scoring of risk assessment instruments,

when risk levels assigned to youth of color can be elevated due to objective factors like “age at first arrest” and
“number of prior court referrals” (which, again, are influenced by race and other contextual factors) and to more
subjective factors Jike “attitude toward authority” that may disadvantage youth of color due to unconscious or
implicit bias of workers administering the assessment.

This conundrum offers no easy answers. But at a minimum, it demands that juvenile court and probation
professionals remain mindful of racial and ethnic disparities, intensify efforts to combat those disparities and
refrain from using assessment tools entirely or primarily to justify incarceration or to determine sanctions or
supervision levels on probation — as is too often the case today. Instead, risk and needs assessment instruments
should be used mainly to identify youth who should be diverted from the system, inform the case planning
process and identify opportunities and interventions that can best help young people achieve the goals of
probation — accelerating their personal development and encouraging personal growth and positive behavior
change that maximize their chances for a safe, happy, law-abiding, productive and fulfilling adulthaod.

the annie &, cazey foundation/www.aeci.org




ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, STUDY FINDS THAT DIVERSION
FROM JUVENILE COURT LEADS TO GREATER YOUTH SUCCESS

Researchers from the University of Cahfornia lrvine tracked the success of 532 youth who were arrested

and referred to juvenile court for the first time. Using a sophisticated “propensity matching” procedure, the
researchers compared subsequent outcomes for youth who were diverted from court versus youth who were
formally processed in court. The study found that the diverted youth were far less fikely to be suspended from
school or rearrested, and they self-reported far less reoffending behavior than youth formally processed i court.

DIVERTED YOUTH IMPROVE (green line)
WHILE FORMALLY PROCESSED YOUTH GET WORSE (orange line) i

30 0B

|
| ™ |
! 04 |
‘ . |
op oTe |
In gr3eoi® ekl |
i ’ BASELINE FOLLOW UP ’ BASELINE FOLLOW UP I
SCHOOL SUSPENSIONS |

| OFFENDING FREQUENCY

| SOURCE: Adapted from Beardslee, §. B, {2014} Under the radar or under arrest: How does contact with the juvenila justice system affect

| deling y and prny

reduce juvenile reoffending by an average of 10 percent
or more, while supervision tends to have a lesser impace.
Interventions focused on discipline (such as boot camps)
or deterrence (such as Scared Straight) increase recidivism. "

Especially poor results with youth at low risk of rearrest,
A 2014 evaluation of programs funded under the
RECLAIM Ohio initiative found that among youth
scoring as low risk, those placed on probation were more

transiorming juvenila probatien/a vision for gatting it right

? {Doclora! dissertation, UC lrvine),

than 50 percent more likely to reoffend (as measured by
felony adjudication and/or commitment to Department
of Youth Services) than those not placed on probation.
T'his study also found that youth scoring as low risk who
were diverted from court reoffended far less frequently
than comparable youth who were formally processed in
court.” Likewise, a recent study in Florida found that
youth with low-risk scores who were diverted from court




had lower rearrest and reconviction rates than youth with
low-risk scores who were placed on probation. ' As the
Council of State Governments has concluded, “Rescarch
shows thar juvenile justice systems can do more harm
than good by actively intervening with youth who are ar
low risk of reoffending.”*

Surveillance-Oriented Probation Lags Behind
Knowledge of Youth Development

Probation’s lack of effectiveness and its poor results wich
youth at fower risk of reoffending are entirely predictable
based on recent adolescent brain research, which has
documented clear developmental differences between
teens and adults.

In the words of the National Academics of Science, the

juvenile justice field has seen “an explosion of knowledge”

in recent years.' This new research includes a berter
understanding of adolescents’ lack of “psychosocial
mazurity” — the abilities to control impulses, consider
the implications of their actions, delay gratification and
resist peer pressure.!” Furthermore, new research on
intervention strategies to reduce delinquency has refuted
the once widely held notion that “nothing works” in
youth justice rehabilitation.

As Juvenile Law Center Exccutive Director Emeritus
Robert Schwarez explains, “The formal system developed
in the last century...did not routinely think about
children developmentatly, rarely recognized youths’
strengths, didn’t believe in youths' abilities to succeed
and only spottily offered the kind of supports necessary
for success.™ 8

For the most part, today's historic advances in knowledge
have bypassed the most prevalent and arguably the most

important clement of our nation's juvenile justice systems:

probation. Among the most important lessons of this
modern knowledge:

Youth need suppert, not surveillance. While juvenile
probadon practices vary widely from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction, even officer 10 officer, the core element

of the probation experience involves (1) a judge who
imposcs a list (often a long onc) of rules and requirements
that the young person must follow and (2) a probation
officer who then keeps tabs on the youth to monitor
compliance. When youth on probation disobcy thesc
rules — by skipping school, failing a drug tes, breaking
curfew or missing appointments — they may be found

in violation of probation and punished accordingly, up

to and including incarceration. Yer the developmental

arc of the human brain shows why this heavy emphasis
on surveillance and rule following docs not succeed. The
brain does not fully mature until age 25, and lawbreaking
and other risky behaviors arc commonplace during
adolescence. Most youth grow out of lawbreaking without
any intervention from the justice system." Why impose
addicional rules on alrcady troubled youth, heighten
scrutiny of their behaviors and then punish them for
predicrable transgressions when most would likely desist
from delinquency on their own?

For youth at lower risk, less is more. Research finds that
for youth at lower risk of reoffending, the most effective
strategy for juvenile courts and probation agencies is

to abstain from incerfering — in other words, issuc a
warning and stay out of the way. A 2013 meta-analysis by
Holly Wilson and Robert Hoge found tha, conrrolling
for young people’s backgrounds, youth assessed as low
risk who are placed in diversion programs reoffend

45 percent less often than comparable youth facing
formal court processing and/or more invasive sanctions.
Wilson and Hoge also found that youth assessed as

low risk who participare in intervention programs have
higher recidivism rates than those who receive only a
caution.” Results from many other studies confirm

that formal processing and probation supervision are
counterproductive for youth ar low risk for rearrest.™

the annie e, casey foundation/www.aecl.org
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LACK OF CONSENSUS ON PROBATION'S TOP PRIDRITIES

Share of Probation Officers’ Ranking as High vs. Moderate vs. Low Priority
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SOURCE: Survey of probation oHicers and supervisors in all 12 JDAI Deep End sites, pius 12 other
experienced JOA sites, conducted for the Annie E. Casey Foundation by the Urban Institute in 2016

Nurturing maturity is key. The growing body of rescarch
on what works in juvenile justice confirms that
interventions aimed at deterrence and discipline tend
to actually increase recidivism, and those geared toward
surveitlance tend to have little or no cffect on recidivism.*
By contrast, programs designed to boost psychosocial
maturation through positive youth devclopment
opportunities and counseling — particularly cognitive
behavioral approaches designed to improve problem
solving, perspective taking and self-control ™ — tend to
reduce recidivism rates by a considerable margin.*

Youth respond far better to rewards and incentives for
positive behavior than to the threat of punishment for
misbehavior. Studies focused on both youth and adults
find that those on probation are more responsive o
rewards and incentives for positive behavior chan they are
to punishments and sancrions for negative behaviors. ™
For instance, a recent study involving adults on intensive
probation supervision found that “the probabilicy of
completing {probation successfully] increases substantally
as the rewards-to-punishments ratio grows until a 4:1

transd ing juvenlle prabation/a vislan tor g
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ratio is achieved.”* The use of incentives is even more
important for youth. As Drexel University psychologist
and Director of the Juvenile Justice Research and Reform
Lab Naomi Goldstein and a team of colleagues explained
in 2016, “Incentives are an important component of
behavioral management sysiems because they help
youths learn and implement new, desired behaviors. In
contrast, although applying punishment often resuls

in a reduction or suppression of certain conduct, this
technique only inhibits undesired behaviors; it does not

-

replace them with desired ones.™

Lack of Clarity About Probation’s Mission,
Goals and Outcomes

The fundamenial flaw with probation is that it is not
rooted in a theory of change, so there is an absence of a
commonly articulated vision. It is therefore not surprising
that probation is practiced very differently from state to
state, and even officer to officer.




In a report published in 2002, the National Center for
Juvenile Justice lamented that in many juvenile probation
agencics “nobody is given responsibility for stating the
goals and objectives, documenting the performance, or
measuring the outcomes of probation.”* In 2014, the
executive director of the Robert E Kennedy National
Resource Center for Juvenile Justice, John Tuell, a
longtime juvenile probation officer, noted that the
juvenile probation field still does “not adequately hold

ourselves accountable for the efficacy of our labor and the
outcomes of the youth and families we intend o serve.”
TucH wrote that “In many departments it is unclear what
ourcomes probation officers are secking — or even thar
client outcomes should be the focus of their activities.
Without this focus, probation officers often turn their
artention to meeting contact frequency and paperwork
requircments, which often has lirtle if any impact on

ny

adolescent behavior.

INCONSSSTENCY OF PROBATION PRACTICE —
DIFFERING RESPONSES TO IDENTICAL CASE SCENARIOS

Experts from the W. Haywood Burns Institute presented hypothetical scenarios
to probation officers in five JDAI sites in Ohio. When the Burns Institute asked
the probation officers whether they would file a violation of probation, their

answers varied widely from site to site.

64%

26%
20%

8 GERALD
Male, age 15
No prior arrest

ansubicarep; placed on probation
TFFENSE: driving under the
influence

8EHAVIORS: alcohol possession
following a positive drug screer
for marijuana

B CECILY
Female, age 16
Mo prior arrest

xpyuracaise: placed on probation
oFrnge: felony vandalism, under the
influenca

3:4K1LRE: MiSSING 8 scheduled
appointment and faihing to return
probatton officer phone calls following
three days of truancy
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DESPITE BIG SHIFTS IN CRIME RATES, PLUS AN EXPLOSION DF NEW KNOWLEDGE,
THE USE OF DIVERSION AND PROBATION HASN'T CHANGED

1995 Public fears of
juvenile crime reach a
beiling peint as juvenile
arrest rates spike and
schotar John Dilulio
warns of a coming
generation of juvenile
“superpredators.™?

2004 The QJJDP-funded
“Blueprints for Violence
Prevention"” project
publishes its 12th and
final publication detailing
intervention strategies
with proven effectiveness
in preventing or reversing
delinquent conduct.*?

2009 Meta-analysis by
Marl Lipsey concludes
that therapeutic
programs for youth had
the greatest impact

on recidivism of any
program type, and skill
building and restorative
justice interventions were
also more effective than |
surveiflance.®

| B ___-_\--""‘—""""-_'_._'_‘
=
[ =@~ Share of adjudicated cases resulting in probation
| =% Percent of total delinquency cases referred to juvenile courts that were diverted
=@~ Share of total delinquency cases resulting in probation I |
b ¥
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1999 Canadian scholars
{Dowden and Andrews)
refease a meta-analysis
of youth rehabilitation
programs finding that
interventions targeting
youth at higher risk are

——— far more effective than

those targeting youth at
moderate and lower risk.!
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2008 Schaolarly paper
(Bonta et al.) examines
the "black box" of
community suparvision
and finds that probation
ofiicers often exhibit
“poor adherence” to
“basic principles of
effective intervention,”*

2013 Meta-analysis
of juvenile diversion
by Wilson and Hoge
finds that “diversicn ebicil
is more effective in
reducing recidivism than
conventional judicial
interventions."* —

1995

SOURCE: Hockenberry, S, & Puz
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2008
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DESPITE THE RESEARCH SHOWING
THAT DIVERSION FROM FORMAL
COURT PROCESSING TYPICALLY
IMPROVES YOUTH OUTCOMES, FEW
STATES OR LOCAL JURISDICTIONS
INVEST SIGNIFICANT TIME OR MONEY
TO ENSURE ADHERENCE TO BEST
PRACTICES.

Problematic Probation Practices

In light of the research, many common practices in
probation are problematic or counterproductive:

Too many youth on probation caseloads wha don't belong.
Many youth who score as low risk to reoffend continue

to be placed on informal or cven formal probation. Data
show that from 1995 te 2014, a period of large declines in
youth confinement and a surge of new research, juvenile
courts saw neither an increase in the share of youth whose
cases were diverted from juvenile court (which held steady
berween 43 and 47 percent) nor a reduction in the share
of juvenile court referrals resulting in probation (which
hovered berween 35 and 37 percent).®* Meanwhile,
probation cascloads continue to include large numbers of
youth whose behavioral problems are rooted in abuse and
neglect, rauma, mental health and substance abuse issues
and/or family crises — and who would be better served
by human services systems that are more appropriately
situated to address these difficulties,®”

Underuse or misuse of diversion, an otherwise effective
tactic. Despite the research showing that diversion
from formal courr processing typically improves

youth outcomes, few states or local jurisdictions invest
significant time or money to ensure adherence to best
practices.* Most diversion programs are only available

to youth without any prior offending history, and most
exclude all youth accused of felonies.?” Morcover, research
studies consistently find thar diversion is a point of
significant racial and cthnic disparity in juvenile justice,
with youth of color being diverred from juvenile court far
less frequently than their white peers.

Using diversion appropriately is not simply diverting
more youth to programs. It includes a full range of
options, including warn and release, restorarive justice
practices and referrals to other agencies. Studics dating
back decades have found that many or most diversion
program participants are accused of minor misbehaviors, "
which would be handled more appropriately with a
warning — despite a large body of research showing
thar this “net-widening” dynamic of diversion programs
sometimes does more harm than good.®* Carleton
University scholar Robert Hoge explained that when
police apprehend youth commitring minor crimes, their
most commeon response is to release the youth, perhaps
with a warning. However, Hoge explained, “[when] a
diversion program is available, the officer may be cempted
to use that option with the youth even though it may be
inappropriate given the nature of the crime and the level
of risk of the youth.”* Also, many diversion programs
punish youth who disobey diversion rules by rescinding
diversion and returning them to cours, a practice that
resules in a formal delinquency record for diverted youth
arid can “defeat the purpose of diversion.”*f

Inadequate attention to racial and ethnic equity. Though
academic research examining the intersection becween
race and ethnicity and probation violations is limited,
some studies have found significant disparities.* As noted
earlier, national juvenile court statisdcs indicate that more
than two-thirds of young people confined in residential
facilitics for technical violations in 2015 were youth

of color.

the annie o. casey foundation/www.aeclorg
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INADEQUATE ATTENTION TO RACIAL AND ETHNIC EQUITY

Seldom or never discuss racial
disparities in their treatment
of probation youth with peers
and supervisors

Seldom or never review data on
racial and ethnic disparities

SOURCE: The Annie £. Casey Foundation, (2016} Probation practice survey.

In 2013, a panel of leading scholars convened by the
National Rescarch Council cited frequent “discomfort in
discussing racc and racial inequities” in juvenile justice
agencies, commenting: “In ¢ffect, racial disproportionality
(and race generatly) has become the elephant in the
room: most people concede that racial disparities pose a
huge problem bur are reluctant to candidly discuss their
root causes and possible remedies.”¥ A 2016 survey of
juvenile probation personnel in 24 JDAI jurisdictions
suggested char inattention to racial and ethnic equity in
probation remains widespread: 61 percent of the nearly
1,000 probation professionals surveyed reported that
they seldom or never discuss racial disparities in their
treatment of probation youth with peers and supervisors,
and 64 percent said that they scldom or never review data
on racial and ethnic disparities.”

Given those findings and probation’s role as the response
of choice for most youth who enter juvenile justice
systems, probation carries some responsibility for the
continuing inequities facing youth of color, and probarion
leaders have a duty to help lead the search for solutions.

transfarming luvenile probationsa vislon for gatting it right

Continuing counterproductive use of standard conditions
and costly financial penalties. Contrary to overwhelming
evidence and prevailing expert opinion, juvenile courts
and probation agencies continue to employ praciices
that reduce the likelihood young people will succeed

on probation.

* Problematic probation orders. In September 2016, a
National Juvenile Defender Center issue brief found that
in some jurisdictions, youth “are required to manage
over thirty conditions of probation — a near impossible
number of rules for children ro understand, follow, or
even recall.”™™ In July 2017, the National Council of
Juvenile and Family Court Judges (NCJFC]) issued

a new resolution recommending thar “counts cease
imposing ‘conditions of probation’ and instead support
probation departments’ developing, with families and
youth, individualized case plans that set expectations
and goals.”?

» Excessive fines and fees. Youth placed on probation
(and their families) face myriad and often onerous




financial costs* — even though these fines and fees
actually increase reoffending rates and exacerbate racial
and cthnic disparicics in juvenile justice. A recent study in
Allegheny County (Pirtsburgh), Pennsylvania, found thac
fines, fees and restitution imposed on youth had a large
and staristically significant impact on their likelihood of
reoffending, with greater financial obligations leading to
higher recidivism even controlling for the young people’s
backgrounds and offending histories. "

Insufficient collaboratian with families and community
partners. While probation officers can play an imporrant
role in helping youth achieve success, the most powerful
influences on court-involved youth, particularly for the
long rerm, come from their families and from athers in
their communities.

* Families. O]JDP has noted, “Justice system officials
too often creat family members in a way that commonly

makes them feel ashamed and guilty. When family
members engage with system representatives, it is often

because of their own perseverance in spite of a lack of
support from system officials.”?

« Community partners, Meaningful partnerships arc also
scarce between probation agencies and community
organizations — particularly community-based
organizations in underserved neighborhoods where
many court-involved youth reside. When the National
Council on Crime and Delinquency surveyed nonprofic
scrvice providers and youth-focused community-based
organizations for a 2014 report, the organization wrote:
“The message from these leaders was consistent: Not
enough moncy is reaching ‘the street level”"

Too many youth confined for technical violations.
Increasingly, research makes clear that placement

into residential facilities does not reduce reoffending
behaviors™ and that periods of residential confinement
can seriously harm young people’s futurc health and
success.”® The costs involved in confinement can be
astronomical,” and the risks are great that placement

IN SOME STATES, THE MAIORITY OF PLACEMENTS
INTO RESIDENTIAL CUSTODY STEM FROM TECHNICAL VIDLATIONS
AND OTHER RULE BREAKING, NOT NEW OFFENSES

PENNSYLVANIA:
Share of Residential Placements for New Offenses vs.
Probation Vielations and Community Program Failures

New Offenses

S6.8%

Probation Violations
and Community
Program Failures

SOURCE: Juvenite Coun Judges Commission,
2016 Pennsyivania Juvenile Court Dispositions,

SOUTH CAROLINA:
Most Frequent Bffenses Associated with Commitments
to Residential Custody

IFFENSE 2 {
Probation Violation
173 Contempt of Court
o1 Assault 8 Battery
24 Larceny
23 Burglary

CATEGGRY/ STATUS

3RD DEGREE |
BREAKING INTO AUTOMOBILES |
2ND DEGREE - NON-VIOLENT

SOURCE: South Carolina Department of Juvenile Justice. Annual Statistical Report 2015-16.
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PROBATION VIOLATIONS AS A PERCENTAGE
OF ALL DUT-OF-HOME PLACEMENTS
Initial Cohort of Deep End Sites (2012)
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decisions will be influenced by subjective bias and
exacerbate racial and ethnic disparities. For all these
reasons, the NCJFCJ] now urges juvenile courts and
probation agencies “to develop alternatives to formal
probation revocarions for technical violations, to cnsure
that detention or incarcerartion is never used as a sancrion
for youth who fail to meer their expectations or goals.””
Yer in many jurisdictions, more youth are committed

to residential facilities for probation violations than

for violent felonics or any other type of lawbreaking
behavior,® as shown in the charts on page 15. In each
of the five initial JDAI sites piloting 2n approach to
significantly reduce the use of post-dispositional out-
of-home placements — often referred to as “deep end”
sites — initial asscssments determined thac at lease 30
percent of placements came directly from probation. In
onc deep end site, 53 percent of commitments were due
to probation violations,*

Limited use of rewards and positive incentives. The use

of positive incentives remains the exception in juvenile

transiorming juvenile probationa visien for gening It right

probation. Incorporating the use of reinforcements, as
one recent study put it, would “necessitate a paradigmatic
shift in supervision philosophy” before it could be widely
accepted.® A recent law journal article noted: “The vast
majority of juvenile probation systems — like adult
probation systems — emphasize probationers’ failures

to comply with requirements....[T]his approach fails to
recognize the power of positive reinforcement in shaping
behavior over time. Typically, the sole form of potential
reinforcement for compliance is the long-term promise
of eventual discharge from supervision; few opportunities
exist within the cypical probation structure to provide
intermediate reinforcement of shorter-term, probation-
compliant behaviors.”®!

Deficit-based approach. Scholars William Barton and
Jeffrey Butts noted: “The traditional juvenile justice
system s deficit based. Policies and programs are designed
to identify youth problems and to implement strategies
for reducing those problems.”® Youth who become deeply
enmeshed in the juvenile justice system often reside

in communities that lack well-resourced schools, safe
recreational spaces, active civic organizations or access to
entry-level jobs offering an upward career ladder. Juvenite
courts and probation agencies lack the wherewithal to
reverse these societal injustices. However, when they focus
primarily on deficits, they miss opportunities to connect
court-involved young people with positive adult mentors
and role models and to provide opportunitics for young
people to explore their interests, build skills, develop
their talents and contribute to the well-being of their
communitics,

Failure to align probation supervision and services with
young people's risk of reoffense. Perhaps the most
consistent finding from recent juvenile justice research
is that interventions work best when they warger youth
at high risk of reoffense. Youth who score as high risk
present the greatest opportunity to prevent harm. These

are the young people for whom the stakes are highest




NATIONAL JUVENILE COURT
STATISTICS INDICATE THAT MORE
THAN TWO-THIRDS OF YOUNG PEQPLE
CONFINED IN RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES
FOR TECHNICAL VIOLATIONS IN 2015
WERE YOUTH OF COLOR.

thar we get it right and who need our most effective
resources. Mark Lipscy has written chat delinquency
risk is the variable with “the largest relacionship by far”
with success in juvenile justice intervention programs,**
and most jurisdictions now employ formal risk and
needs asscssment instruments. Yer juvenile courts and
probation agencies frequently violare this “risk principle”
by devoting effective community interventions to the
wrong kids — those assessed as lower risk. Kids assessed
as higher risk who would bencfit most, especially youth
of color, cither do not receive these services while on
probation or end up in out-of-home placement.

Failure to address delinquency-related needs of probation
youth. Research finds that juvenile probation agencies
often fail to connect youth with appropriate services
marched to their individual delinquency-related needs.®
For instance, a study of Ohio juvenile corrections agencies
found “no evidence” that probation officers and juvenile
corrections were using information from the state’s risk/
needs assessment instrument “ro guide the delivery of
treatment interventions.”s?

Unnecessarily long periods of probation supcrvision.
Juvenile probation varies widely from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction. In some, such as Los Angeles County,

California, and Allegheny County, Pennsylvania,

the average length of juvenile probation exceeds ewo
years. In several states, including Colorado, Florida
and Virginia, the average time on probation is roughly
12 months.*” In other states, the average duration

of probation is shorter. Though ne expert consensus
cxists on the optimal duration of supervision for youth,
evidence suggests that limiring probarion terms and
using the incentive of shortening probation terms as

a reward for positive behavior can improve outcomes

| and reduce costs with no harm to public safety. Guided
| by this rescarch, juvenile justice experts in the Pew

Charirable Trusts’ Public Safety Performance Project have
recommended shorter periods of probation for youth in
several states,*
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The Casey Foundation’s vision for juvenile probation transformation rests on

two pillars: reducing probation caseloads by diverting a greater share of cases

from the juvenile court system and refashioning probation into a more strategic

and effective intervention for the much smaller population of youth who will

remain on supervision caseloads.

Establishing a superior system of community supervision
will requirc widespread agreement over what probation
is meant to accomplish and a commitment from juvenile
courts and probation agencies to measure their success in
achieving concrete goals aligned with that purpose.

To jumpstart a constructive dialogue toward crafting this
consensus, the Foundation proposes the following to the
leaders and linc staff of juvenile probation agencies — as
well as judges, prosecutors, juvenile defenders and other

system partners. Resolve to:

Transform juvenile probation into a purposeful intervention
targeted to youth who pose significant risk for serious
reoffending. Partner with families and communities

to promate personal growth, positive behavior change

and long-term success (as opposed to surveiliance and
compliance), as a means fo protect public safety — and do
50 in ways that promote racial and ethnic equity.

Probarion must become strategic and goal oricnred,
applying our best knowledge to maximize the odds that

! young people will turn away from criminal behavior and
| succeed in adult socicty.

Formal probation, in which a youth is assigned a
probation officer and held responsible by a court for

| complying with terms of probation, should be limited
| only to youth with serious offenses or otherwise assessed

to be a risk to public safety. Youth who have not

i committed serious offenses and are not at high risk for

rearrest should not be placed on probation. These young

| people should be handled outside of the court system

by community organizations and/or public agencies
unconnected to the court system.

As detailed in the next section of the reporr, this change
can occur only with the cooperation and support of
judges and prosecutors, and it will require that juvenile
justice leaders work with community partners to

. significanty expand their menu of diversion options,

the annie ». cassy foundation/www.aecl.org
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PROBATION TRANSFORMATION
Limiting System |nvolvement

Goals Methods

Outcomes

DIVERSION Divert at jeast
60% of cases including
ALL youth with fow-level
offenses and lower-risk levels.

PROBATION Use probation
only as a purposeful intervention
to support growth, behavior
change and long-term success
for youth with serious and
repeat offenses.

= Expectations and Goals, Not Court Conditions
« Positive Relationship Building
» Family-Engaged Case Planning

* |mprove Decision Making
and Build Skills

* |ncentives and Opportunities

« Community-Led Diversion
= No Formal Processing
+ Refer to Services, Do Not Order T
» No Probation Lite
» No Court Consequences

T Youth Diveried
Family Engagement

1 Community Resourses

3 T Positive Adult Relationships
T Youth Remaining in Communities
1t Community Safety

T Racial and Ethnic Equity

including the option of counsel and release, and to
develop an organized continuum of resources and services
for diverted youth. Adopting these practices would have

a profound impact on probation caseloads — allowing
probation officers and departments to maximize their
skills and training to dedicate time, attention and
resources to the young people who present the greatest
necd for intervention and risk to public safecy.

Promoting Personal Growth, Positive Behavior
Change and Long-Term Success

For youth who do pose a significant risk to public safety
and require targered guidance, support and opportunitics,
probation must be focused, strategic and goal oriented.
Probartion interventions must be carefully designed and
individualized to maximize the likelihood that each young
person placed on supervision will avoid negative behaviors

transforming Juvenile probailon/fa vision tor gatting it right

and make progress on their path toward healthy and
constructive roles in adult sociery.

Our advancing knowledge about adolescent development
and behavior makes clear that most youth who engage

in delinquent conduct, even in serious offending,

arc amenable to change. Studics show that effective
intervention programs — those aimed art helping young
people mature, build critical-thinking skills and behaviors
and address the underlying causcs of their delinquent
conduct — can substantially reduce rearrest rates.®”
Additionally, restorative justice practices — such as
community conferencing, victim-offender mediation and
peace circles —- are effective in holding youth accountable
for their offenses, teaching skills and competencies,
building victim empathy and providing meaningful ways
for harm to be repaired and for victims to engage, if they
choose, in a growth opportunity for the young person.™
Meanwhile, adolescent development research makes clear




©

©

that access to constructive opportunirics can play a central
role in determining young people’s life trajectory.™

Juvenile justicé scholar William Barton wrote:
“Compcetency development means much more than
recidivism reduction. It means attending to supports and
opportunities that can foster positive life outcomes. This
can best be done by including youth and their familics
in planning, building on existing strengths of the young
people, and incorporating the communicy, both in

terms of informal supports and professional services, as

appropriate for each individual youth.””2

Protecting Public Safety

Protecting the public must remain a core purpose for
probation and the juvenile court generally. In fact, the
proposed new approach secks 1o improve probation’s
record on public safety by bringing its practices more

in line with what works in reducing young people’s
likelihood of rearrest.

Probation leaders and their partners in the juvenile
court should continue to consider confinement for the
small number of youth who get arrested repeatedly for
serious offenscs and pose a demonstrable threat to their
communities, and they must measure the effectivencss of
intervention programs — and probation generally — in
lowering offending rates of youth placed on probation.
However, the focus on public safety must be clear eyed
and must apply realistic and appropriate goals for young
people on probation. Rather than expecting perfect
compliance with probation rules, it must make room for
missteps and setbacks, while aiming to put youth on a
path toward maturation and long-term success.

Employing Measurable Ohjectives

Public discussions about juvenile probation, and about
juvenile justice generally, often revolve around the need

for “accountability” — and for good reason. Virtually
cveryone agrees that there should be an acknowledgment
of and an appropriate response to youthful misdeeds. (At
the same time, the ideal of accountability should never
be used as an excusc for imposing counterproductive
punishments on young people.) Accountability, however,
is equally necessary for probation itself. If probation
agencies are to fulfill cheir potential for improving young
lives and promorting public safery, they must begin to
hold themselves accountable for results. More specifically,
probation agencies should employ measurable objectives
in the following areas:

* limiting the formal probation population to youth who
pose significant risk to public safecy;

* climinating the use of secure detention and out-of-home
placements for technical violations and minimizing
placements in all other circumstances;

* raking aggressive and strategic action to moniror and
address racial and cthnic disparities and to promote

equity;

* providing positive youth development acrivities and
fostering success in school and/or carcer preparation;

» cffectively engaging parents and forging meaningful
community partnerships;

* meeting the nceds of (and gaining favorable reviews
from) probation parents and families and youth
themselves;

* mecring the needs of (and gaining favorable reviews
from) vicums;

* addressing young people’s identified needs and
delinquency-related risk factors; and

» achieving meaningful goals for reducing reoffending.
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The use of diversion never rebounded after the “superpredator” era in the

late 1990s.

In 1985, 54 percent of all youth referred to juvenile
courts nationwide were diverted. OF these diverted youth,
21 percent were assigned to a probation department
caseload as part of their diversion agreements.™ By 1998,
as public concerns over juvenile crime and violence
reached their zenith nationwide, the share of youth
diverted fell to 43 percent, and 26 percent of diverted
youth were assigned to a probation caseload. In other
words, many more youth — including many youth
charged with first-time misdemeanors — were being
formally processed in court and/or assigned to probation
cascloads for minor lawbreaking,™ Remarkably, the
diversion rate has barely budged since 1998, In 2014,
the most recent year for which data are available, just 44
percent of youth referred to juvenile courts nationwide
were diverted. Of these diverted youth, neatly onc-fourth
(24 percent) were assigned to probation caseloads.™

This continued heavy reliance on formal processing

and probation supervision for youth ar low risk for
rearrest represents 2 conspicuous current-day failurc of
our nation’s juvenile justice systems. Juvenile courts and
probation agencies should heed the evidence and — like
the farsighted leaders in Los Angeles County, California™
(see rext box on next page) — sharply expand the share of
cases diverted and begin addressing predictable adolescent
mishehavior outside of the court system. Except in cases
where young people demonstrate a significant theeat to

| public safety, they should be held accountable for their
| misbehavior withour resorting to legal sanctions, court
' oversight or the threat of confinement.

The juvenile justice system should also heed the evidence
in determining how to work with youth who gee diverred.
Specifically, juvenile courts and probation agencies
should abandon the practice of placing diverted youth

on informal probation cascloads, essentially “probation
lite.” Instead, they must craft appropriate responses
(including the option of daing nothing beyond warning

. and releasing youth in many cases) thar align with

tesearch and have the highest likelihood of maximizing

| young people’s success. For youth who require diversion

interventions, juvenile courts and probation agencies
should substantially expand their partnerships with
neighborhood-based community organizations, and local
and state governments should begin funding community
providers to oversee most if not all diversion cases.

| Finally, as part of their efforts, every jurisdiction
| should put in place appropriate safeguards to ensurc

that diversion docs not lead to counterproductive net

| widening, where diversion programs cnd up serving
| young people whose misconduct would otherwise (and

more appropriately) be addressed by parents, teachers and
others in the community.™
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THE NATION'S LARGEST COUNTY GOES ALL-IN FOR JUVENILE DIVERSION

n November 7, 2017, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors enacted a historic new juvenile

diversion initiative, perhaps the most ambitious in our nation's history, which will steer thousands of young
people each year away from the juvenile court system and into supportive services in the community. Not only will
young people diverted through the program be shielded from referral and adjudication in juvenile court, most will
also avoid any arrest or citation.

According to a 75-page report detailing the refarms, roughly 11,000 {(about B0 percent) of the 13,665 arrests
and citations issued to county youth in 2015 would have been eligible for diversion under the new system —
including youth accused of status offenses, misdemeanors and most nonviglent felony offenses.”™ The plan
authorizes law enforcement officers either to counsel and release youth they apprehend (for any status or
misdemeanor offense), or to refer youth to diversion programs in lieu of arrest (or in some cases, following an
arrest) for any misdemeanor and many felonies.

To manage the diversion efiort, Los Angeles County is creating a new Office of Youth Diversion and Development,
which will be charged with forging partnerships with the Los Angeles Police Department, the Los Angeles County
Sheriff's Department and several dozen smaller law enforcement agencies in the county to promote the use of
diversion. The new agency will also be tasked with developing partnerships with community agencies to assess
and serve youth placed in diversion programs, crafting procedures for managing the cases of diveried youth and
collecting and analyzing data lo monilor progress and evaluate the impact and effectiveness of diversion efforts.

Los Angeles County has allocated $26 million io pay for an array of community-based programs and services,
with the goal of securing another $14 million over four years to fully fund the planned service continuum.”

In announcing the diversion program, the chair of the county's board of supervisors, Mark Ridley-Thomas, said,
“Giving youth access to supportive services as an alternative to arrest and incarceration is both morally imperative

and fiscally responsible.”® Janice Hahn, another county supervisor, added, “The best juvenile system is one that
keeps kids out of it in the first place.”®

transforming juvenile probationfa vizlon tor geting It right




Which Youth Should Be Diverted?

Diversion decisions will always reflect individual
citcumstances, and specific criteria used to make these
decisions will vary from jurisdiction te jurisdiction. But
as a rule, youth should be diverted from formal court
processing unless they are alleged to have committed a
serious violenr felony, have a history of serious and/or
chronic offending or have been assessed as high risk of
rearrest,

More specifically, the Casey Foundation recommends the
following criteria in deciding whether youth should be
diverced or formally charged.

* Always diverted: Youth should be adjudicated or formally
processed for a first offense only if they have committed

a serious violent crime. Orherwise, there should be no
formal processing for first-time offenses. Also, except in
cases of chronic reoffending involving offenses posing

a significant threar to public safety, youth should not

be formally processed or adjudicated for commirting a
misdemeanor. Likewise, youth should not be formally
processed for a first-time nonviolent felony offense.

* Rarely diverted: Youth should be formally processed
if they have committed a serious violent crime with
premediration. In most cases, youth also should be
formally processed if they are charged with a second
violent felony regardless of circumstances, or for a third
felony of any kind.

« Factors for deciding in-between cases: For cases that

fall between the always diverted and rarely diverted
criteria, the decision whether to formally process juvenile
cases should be determined based on factors such as:
premeditation and role in the offensc; the youth's
serengths, assees and supports; the youth’s willingness

to take respansibility for the offense; success or failure

in completing any previous diversion agreements; and/
or the assessed risk for rearrest. Systems need to track

all diversion cases by race and ethniciry. If in-between

cases are resulting in racial disparities, jurisdictions
should examine and modify practices that lead to these
inequities.

Compared with standard practice today, applying these
criteria will substantially increase the number of diverted
| cases in the vast majority of court jurisdictions. Whereas
| 44 percent of juvenile referrals nationwide were diverted
in 2014, the criteria above will require chat at least 60

percent of juvenile cases — and likely much more than
that — never reach juvenile court.

Though such high rates of diversion may scem unrealistic
to some readers, some jurisdictions are already diverting
a large majoricy of youth referred on delinquency
charges. For instance, just 40 percent of Mulinomah
County youth referred 1o court in 2016 were formally
processed. Many cases (32 percent) were simply dismissed
by prosecutors, and the rest were placed in cither
community-based or probation-administered diversion
programs. (For more on Multnomah's innovative

wark in probation reform, sce text box on page 42.)
Likewise, Washington’s Picrce County has formally
processed exactly 40 percent of youth referred to court

on delinquency charges in cach of the past three years
(2014-16).

When Should Youth Be Diverted?
By Whom?

Diversion can occur at any of three stages:

* Prior to arrest: The first opportunicy for diversion

is for police officers not to make an arrest or for schoo!
efficials not to involve police or initiate a court referral
when confronting youth involved in minor lawbreaking
behavior ar school,

* At the prosecutorial level: After an arrest, prosecurors
can decide that it will not benefit public safety and is not

the annie ¢, caney foundation/www.asclh.org

25



in the interests of the young person to refer the case for
formal processing in juvenile court.

* At juvenile court intake: Once youth have been referred
to juvenile court by prosecutors, diversion can be initiated
by juvenile court intzke officers (or at times by judges
themsetves) if they believe that formal processing would
not be necessary for public safety or beneficial to the
young person.

Expanding the use of diversion at any or all of these
stages is critical to the success of many youth currently
enmeshed in the juvenile court system and ro reducing
probation officer caseloads — a key ingredient for
successful probation reform. Yer the decision to diverc
youth from juvenile court is seldom made by probation
personnel. In some jurisdictions, while intake officers
cmplayed by probation agencies have some authority
or influence over decisions on whether youth should be
formally processed in court, diversion decisions are most
often made by police officers, educarors, prosecutors,
judges or other court staff. Therefore, pursuing
meaningful progress in probation transformation will
require probation leaders — working with other system

partners and communicy allies — to reach out w law
enforcement chiefs, school administrators, judges and
prosecutors and advocate to sharply reduce the share of

youth formally processed in juvenile court.

What Should Diversion Entail?

Depending on the circumstances and seriousness of the
case, and any needs or risks identified as part of the initial
screening process, diversion can occur at one of four levels:

* Warn and release/no intervention — appropriate for
many or most youth with a first-time misdemeanor
offense (and some with second and third misdemcanor
offenses). Given the extensive rescarch showing the harm

that diversion programs can cause through net widening,

transforming |uvenils probationfa vision for gerting H dghi

| warnings withour intervention should be an option in

every jurisdiction’s diversion continuum and should

be the default for most first-time low-level offenses,
regardless of whether the diversion is initiated by police,
schools, prosecutors or juvenile intake workers.

* Short-term, light-touch diversion — such as an apology
letter, cssay, workshop or low-intensity diversion program.
"The latter can include civil citation programs or bricf
and non-intensive police- or prosecutor-run diversion
programs.

» Restorative justice models — such as those employing
community conferences, neighborhood accountability
boards, youth courts or viccim-offender mediation

panels, where an informal hearing is conducted and

an appropriatc resolution determined. In these cases,
which arc especially appropriate when young people’s
offenses have harmed a victim, resolutions may include
an apology letter or essay, restitution or community
service, participation in youth development programming
(mentor, after school, academic rutoring) or individual/
family counscling. However, restorative justice programs
would not have a budget to pay for youth to participate in
expensive or high-intensity programs or services.

« Individualized service plan — where youth with more
extensive oftending histories and/or more significant
needs are assessed thoroughly and either linked o
another, more appropriate human services system (e.g.,
child welfare or mental healch) or referred to onc or
more intervention programs suited to individual needs
and circumstances. Services might include individual or
family counseling, cognitive-behavioral training, mentor
or advocate program, academic tutoring, wraparound
services, sex offense counseling, positive youth
development activity and an cvidence-based intervention
(such as Multisystemic Therapy or Family-Focused
Therapy). For these youth, the diversion coordinating
agency would have access to funds or slots ro purchase
appropriate services when necessary.




PROMISING DIVERSION PRACTICES

or most courts and probation agencies nationwide, sharply reducing probation caseloads and increasing

the share of delinquency cases processed informally (outside of court) will represent a fundamental shit
from longstanding common practice. However, some jurisdictions are already pursuing changes consistent with
this new approach, with encouraging resuls,

Limiting arrests for misbehavior at school. Since prohibiting arrests at school for a set of common nonserious
misbehaviors and crafting an elaborate menu of alternative responses in 2003, Clayton County, Georgia, has
reduced schoo! arrests by more than 90 percent. In Philadelphia, police instituted a new policy in 2014 to divert
students accused of low-level offenses. Instead of being arrested, these students are assessed by Philadelphia's
Department of Human Services and referred as appropriate to service providers in the community. In the first
three years, school arrests declined 68 percent.®

Giving law enforcement officers an alternative to arrest in the community. In Florida, nearly 10,000 young people were
issued civil citations in 2016 rather than being arrested for a range of low-level offenses.® [n Summit County
{Akron), Ohio, local police and sheriff's departments have referred 600 to 800 youths to police-led diversion

programs in each of the past four years. This represents at least 20 percent of all Summit County delinguency
cases each year.®

Employing restorative justice in lieu of court. In Davidson County (Nashville), Tennessee, the share of juvenile court
referrals handled informally has increased from 12 percent in 2013 to 52 percent in 2016, with many youth
being served in new restorative justice programs.®® In Alameda County, California, a recent evaluation found that

youth diverted to a Restorative Community Conferencing program were half as likely to reoffend as youth formally
processed in court.®

Crafting diversion alternatives for youth with serious human service needs. Many jurisdictions have created diversion
pathways to ensure that juvenile probation does not serve as a dumping ground for youth whose misbehavior

is best addressed outside the court system. Pima County (Tucson), Arizona,® and King Countly (Seattle),
Washington,® have created diversion programs for youth involved in domestic disputes. Several jurisdictions are
working with the National Center for Mental Health and Juvenile Justice to expand diversion options for youth
with serious mental health issues,® and Los Angeles is one of many sites taking action to ensure that youth
involved in the child welfare system do not become involved with the juvenile justice system unnecessarily.%

Creating a community hub to coordinate diversion. Muftiomah County’s Juvenile Reception Centeris a site where
police bring youth arrested for low-level offenses who are inappropriate for detention. Staff at the Reception
Center perform screening and assessments, talk with youth and their families and refer them to appropriate
services in the community. Likewise, the Huckleberry Community Assessment and Resource Center in San
Francisco serves as a hub for diversion efiorts, conducting assessments, offering crisis intervention as necessary
and providing appropriate referrals for youth diverted from court.%2
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SHIFTING RESPONSIBILITY FOR.
DIVERTED YOUTH TO AGENCIES
UNAFFILIATED WITH THE COURT
WILL ALLOW PROBATION OFFICERS
TO CONCENTRATE THEIR FULL
ATTENTION ON THE MOST SERIOUS,
AND THEREFORE MOST IMPORTANT,
PROBATION CASES.

For youth assigned to any type of intervention or service
plan, the terms of diversion should be spelled out in a
formal agreement signed by the yourh, his or her caregiver
and the diversion coordinating agency. This diversion
agreement should be crafted as soon as possible after

the incident (days, rather than wecks or months), and

all diversion acriviries should be initated promptly and
accomplished quickly — with cases generally ending
within three months or less.

How Should Diversion Differ From Probation
Supervision?

Whenever or wherever it is initiated, diversion should
differ from probation in several fundamental ways. Unlike
youth on probation:

* Diverted yourh should never be assigned to probation or
supervised by a probation officer.

* There should be no possibility of placement or
confinement for failure in diversion. This means chat

diverted youth should never be subject to court-ordered

transforming juvonile probationia vigton for goTting it right

conditions. Excepr in rare cases involving chronic
offending and significant risk to public safery, they
should not face court-imposed consequences for
noncompliance with a diversion agreement or concract.

* There should be no court-imposed contact standards o
guide how often diversion program providers meet or
speak with diverted youth (or their familics).

Who Should Oversee Diversion Programming?

Today, most or all diversion programming typically

is overseen by the probation department, and some
youth diverted from court are nonetheless treated as
conventional probation cases. This arrangement often
results in excessive scrutiny and intervention for youth
who pose minimal risk to public safecy.

Probation agencies should abandon this function. Instead,
all diversion programming initiated at juvenile court
intake — and preferably all diversions inidated by police,
schools or prosecutors as well — should be handled by
organizations in the community and/or public human
services agencies outside the court system. Nor only

are community organizations and non-court public
agencics better situated to work with young people who
merit court diversion, but also shifting responsibility for
diverted youth to agencies unaffiliated with the court will
allow probation officers — and probation departments
— to concentrate their full attention on the most serious,
and therefore most important, probation cases.

To maximize the effectiveness of diversion, each
jurisdiction should seck over time to identify a single
community-based organization — or a coalition of
organizations and agencies? that are independent from
the court, prosecutor’s office and probation department
— to oversee diversion, The responsible agency or
collaborative should offer a single point of entry for

assessments, referrals and care coordination and service
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integration provided to diverted youth, as well as crisis
intervention when necessary. This diversion coordinating
organization should reccive ongoing operating funds
from the court or from county or state government, and
it should be responsible for developing, oversecing and
tracking outcomes for a continuum of diversion options.

What Should Happen if Youth Fail to Complete
Their Diversion Agreements?

Youth should not face court-imposed consequences

for noncompliance with their diversion agreement or
contract. Often, authorities retain the right to rcopen
and process the cases of youth who break their diversion
agreements or fail to complete prescribed diversion
programming. The threat of possible adjudication

may help compel compliance by youth in diversion.
Ulrimately, however, retaining this threat is unnecessary
and counterproductive because most youth grow out of
delinquent behavior without any intervention, and formal
processing substandally increases the likelihood of future
arrests, while doing lirtle or nothing to improve behavior.

In cases where diversion agreements call for young people
to undertake tasks or participate in activities or follow
rules, diversion program staff should work hard to engage
youth and their families and cncourage compliance with
diversion agreements. But diversion staff should also be
willing to terminate some cases as unsuccessful withous
imposing further consequences. If the noncompliant
young person commits a subsequent offense thar results in
arrest, his or her behaviors can be addressed with a more
intensive diversion intervention or with formal coure
processing. If no subsequent offense occurs, there is no
benefit to further court involvement. Such young people
are better left to grow and mature under their families’
supervision.

The Casey Foundation recognizes that some juvenile
court and probation officials may worry that

eliminating the threac of court refiling might encourage
noncompliance among diverted youth, potentially
harming public safety. We accepr that, as no conclusive
research is currently available to prove these fears
unjustified. Santa Cruz, however, has long refrained from
refiling diverted cases without suffering any discernible
public safety consequences. Arrest rates in Santa Cruz
Counry have plummeted 75 percent over the past

two decades (nearly identical to California’s statewide
averagc),™ and county data show that following diversion,
only 11 percent of youth are charged with a new offense
with one year.” Jurisdictions should begin to experiment
with these practices and carefully monitor the outcomes.
Adolescent development studies show clearly thar young
people are seldom swayed by threats of furure punishment
and that greater involvement in the justice system is
typically counterproductive. Continuing business as

usual — rourinely sending youth back to court for
noncompliance — is squarcly ar odds with the prevailing
cevidence.

How Should Probation Departments Interact
With Diversion?

Probation should have no role in administering diversion
or in overseeing the cases of diverted youth. Local
government and/or the juvenile court should create an
oversight commitree to monitor and support diversion
programs throughout the jurisdiction. This committee —
which should include local government officials, service
providers, public school system administrators and a
variety of leaders representing community organizations,
families and youth themselves, in addition to the juvenile
probation chief — should sct expectarions and policy
and program guidelines for diversion (including rules to
prevent ner widening); conducr training and support for
personnel involved in providing diversion services; collect
and analyze data to assess the adequacy and success of
existing diversion programs; and assess needs and develop
programs to expand or improve diversion oprions.
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Expanding the use of diversion and developing a stronger continuum of

diversion programming should significantly improve system outcomes. Yer

even if our nation’s juvenile justice systems manage to extend diversion in all

appropriate cases, a sizable population of young people who pose a more serious

threat to community safety will remain.

For these youth, probation supervision is necessary to
protect the public. Probation can also be an effective
tool for helping youth with more significant offending
histories to turn away from delinquency, develop
self-awareness and other critical life skills and begin
achieving important milestones on the pathway to
success in adulthood. But probartion agencies can only
achieve this progress if they embrace a new and berter-
honed approach that emphasizes building relationships,
matching interventions to youths” needs, focusing

on incentives rather than sanctions and providing
opportunities for positive youth development.

Smaller Caseloads Foeused on Success

Reorienting probation must begin with a new and much
clearer consensus among agency leaders and line staff as
well as other system players about the mission of juvenile
probation: All must agree that promoting personal growth,
positive behavior change and long-term success — rather
than compliance — are probation’s guiding purposc.

With the reduced probation populations made possiblc
by increased use of diversion, probation officets should
be assigned far smaller caseloads than has been common
to date — perhaps 8 to 12 youth per officer. Caseloads
this small would represent a significant break from past
practice, and they should enable probation officers to
develop close, caring, positive relationships with all
youth on their caseloads. Smaller cascloads should allow
probation officers to work intensively with youth and
partner with their familics and communities to help
young people thrive in school, pursue positive activities
in their communitics and build cognitive behavioral

| skills — such as improved decision making and increased
| capacities to control impulses, weigh consequences, resist
| negative peer pressure and navigate stressful situarions.

Rewards for Goal Achievement and Positive
Behavior

Instead of focusing on rules and relying solely or primarily
on the threat of violations or other sanctions to minimize
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PROBATION TRANSFORMATION IN ACTION
Pierce County (Tacoma), Washington

ince becoming a probation transformation site in 2014, Pierce County has moved aggressively to update

its juvenite probation practices. "Probation has become much more than jusl supervision,” says Juvenile
Court Administrator T.). Bohl. “We are evolving into a more Positive Youth Justice mode! that promotes behavior
change, skill acquisition and healthy relationships.”

Perhaps the county's most ambitious new program, Opportunity-Based Probation, was designed in partnership
with a University of Washington scholar. This approach shifts probation’s emphasis from deterring misbehavior
to incentivizing positive behavior change and persanal growth. When youth meet weekly goals identified in their
case plans, they receive points which can be redeemned for prizes (bus passes, gift cards, passes to popular
venues) or for opportunities {o participate in popular enrichment activities. When youth break probation rules

or fail to complete goais, they may temporarily lose their ability to earn or redeem points or other privileges, and
they may need to participate in a problem-solving conversation, but they are rarely sanctioned. Young people are
returned to court only if their problematic conduct endangers public safety.

Complete OPPORTUNITY PRIZES AND RECOGNITIONS
community S 10
service hours i PR UURT RELD !
Pass random 5 | 5 points Bus tickats (3 Keep up the good work!
urinalysis Bag of chips
Nait polish
Complete X 10 Keychain lanyard
restitution Restaurant gift card ($5)
Complete letter 5 |21 points Restaurant gift card ($15) | Congratulations letter
of apology $15 ORCA card from probation
$15 Tacoma mall gift card
?Vgemk?;ete 1-3 Movie tickets (2)
rasponsibility . . ) .
goal 42 points 2 Rainiers vouchers Community Opportunity!
tarbuds
Complete 2 Museurn of Glass passes | Congratulations lefter
weekly probation 1-4 2 Ice skating rink passes from judge
commitment goal _

—‘ Completion of Graduation ceremony
couri conditions (reduced probation
and probation time}
plan
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The Pathways fo Success program targets African-American boys age 15 and younger — a demographic the
county's data showed were at highest risk to fail in probation and end up in custody. Employing a team-oriented
wraparound approach, the program is jointly overseen by a care coordinator and a probation counselor, While
Pathways 1o Success provides therapeutic treatment for many participants, all youth in the program take part in
positive youth development opporiunities where they can explore their interests and build practical skiils.
Beyond these new programs, Pierce County has made several ather important changes, including:

= New community partnerships for positive youth development. The probation department now funds local
organizations to offer multiweek programs in boat building, skateboarding, yoga and bicycle repair, as well as
programs at the local YMCA. The county is also funding a local organization to provide mentors for court-invalved
youth,

» Intensified focus on family. Since beginning its probation transformation work, Pierce County has surveyed youth
and parents, conducted focus groups and created a new 12-member family council to advise the probation
department. The counly is increasingly employing a "youth and family team" approach to help craft young
people's case plans and track their progress over time. Also, Pierce County is funding “parent advocates” to
support the families of court-involved youth.

» Improving diversion. Pierce County has partnered with a community organization to deliver a 12-hour evidence-
based seminar for youth who are assessed as lower risk and for their parents. It has also developed a new
diversion program for youth invoived in domestic disputes, and it has reduced the number of youth referred back
to the prosecuter for failing to complete their diversion agreements.

Taken together, these reform efforts represent a fundamental shift in Pierce County's philosophy. “From a cultural
standpoint, we're trying our best to keep kids out of institutions,” adds Probation Manager Kevin Williams. “We
have total buy-in from our staff on [the belief] that if we can keep them in cur community, they're more likely to
make a successful transition to adulthood.”

SOURCE: Al information provided by the Pierce County Juvanile Court.
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noncompliance with court-ordered conditions, case
management should be driven by incentives encouraging
positive behavior and promoting meaningful personal
growth by offcring opportunities and rewards valued

by youth.

Case plans should identify a series of discrete, readily
atrainable goals that provide youth an opportunity

to achieve {and be recognized for) success carly and
often during their time on probation. In addition, as
motivation to pursue their case plan goals, youth on
probation should be offered the chance to earn desired
opportunities such as paid jobs and internships, popular
recreational activities, loosening of behavior restrictions
and reduced durarion of probation.

Limited and Constructive Use of Rules
and Sanctions

Juvenile courts should cease imposing long, standardized
conditions of probation. Instead, probation deparrments
should work with youth and famities to develop
individualized case plans that set expectations and goals.
When youth don't meer agreed-upan expecrations or

fail to take steps outlined in their case plans, issuing a
probation violation should be a last optien, not the first.
Instcad, every probation department should develop

and follow a detailed response grid offering predicrable,
calibrared and constructive responses to any type of
noncompliant behavior. Consequences for negative
behavior spelled out in the response grid should be
meaningful to the young people but — ualike the threat
of a violation and possible confinement — should not
involve punitive sanctions that harm the young person’s
healthy development or unfairly deny his or her liberry.

Even in cases when noncompliance rises to the level that
warrants a probation violation, confinement is never
an appropriate sanction. Rather, the violation should
trigger a review in which the judge may revise the terms

transtarming juvondle probation/a vision for gerting i1 right

of the probation order. Everyone involved in the case
{youth, family, probation officer, service provider, mental
healch counselor, cte.) should work collaboratively to
diagnose the underlying problem(s) and brainstorm new
approachces that might be incorporated into the young
person'’s case plan.

Throughout this process, probation officials — as well as
judges, prosccutors and others — should be guided by
an understanding that youth on probation often exhibit
significanc behavioral problems. Probation cannot expect
youth to quickly comply with all expectations or to easily
desist from all delinquent conduct. The change process is
gradual, often a matter of two steps forward and one step
back, Probation can only succeed if it accepts this reality
and offers graduated responses and meaningful incentives
to encourage young people on their path to successful,

law-abiding adulthood.

Commitment to Racial and Ethnic Equity

Probation agencies must take determined and strategic
action to address racial and ethnic disparities and promorte
equity. Organizationally, probation agencics must make
equity a top priority and create a culture in which issues
of racial and ethnic equity are freely and openly discussed.
Heeding the lessons learned from past efforts, probarion
agencies must undertake a comprehensive set of best
practice steps delineated by the W. Haywood Burns
Institute,” the Center for Children's Law and Policy” and
others. These steps (detailed in the following checklist)
include geographic mapping to determine disparities

in the locations of youth arrests and of the programs

and services to serve them; examining differential arrest
and referral rates for various offenses (especially those
such as resisting arrest and disorderly conduct, which
involve considerable discretion); measuring the relative
cffectiveness of service providers in working with

youth of different races and ethnicities; and surveying
respected leaders and community organizations in




A CHECKLIST FOR JUVENILE PROBATION AGENCIES ON RACIAL AND ETHNIC EQUITY AND INCLUSION
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. Establish a standing committee, led by one or more high-level administrators,

dedicated to examining and addressing racial and ethnic equity.

- Assign a Racial and Ethnic Equity Coordinator for the department, who serves

as a liaison between the racial and ethnic equity committee and the probation
department.

. Recruit respected leaders in communities of color to participate in and help

lead the racial and ethnic equity committee.

- Conduct frequent data analyses, disaggregated by race and ethnicity, to identify

possible disparities for each decision point in the Juvenile court process, as well
as disparities in arrest rates for varying offenses and lengths of stay in detention/
placement, levels of supervision, violations of probation, etc.

. Provide support and advocacy for parents by employing family navigators, or

some form of parent support network, and by establishing a Family Council that
reflects the demographics and culture of the youth population being served.

. Undertake geographic mapping to identify disparities in where youth are being

arrested and where programs and services to serve them are located.

- Regularly measure the relative effectiveness of service providers working with

youth of different races and ethnicities (as measured by program completion
rates, youth/family surveys and/or subsequent system involvement).

. Survey youth and family members as well as respected community leaders and

top staff of community organizations located in neighborhaods where large
numbers of system-involved youth reside to identify service barriers, gaps in
cuiturally responsive programs and services, and other concerns of youth,
families and communities of colar.

. Review staff composition to determine whether staff reflect the cultural

composition and native languages of probation clientele; refocus hiring
practices to address glaring demographic, cultural and linguistic gaps.

10.

Implement mentoring, credible messenger or advocate-type programs that
utilize staff who are from the communities being served.

11.

Implement a staffing process for cases being considered for out-of-home
placement that includes a community member from the racial and ethnic
equity committee.

12.

Develop a racial and ethnic equity plan, overseen by the Racial and Ethnic
Equity Coordinator,

13.

Provide regular staff training on racial and ethnic equity and disparities and on
implicit bias.

14.

All policies should include a racial and ethnic equity impact statement.

15

®

- Wherever significant problems and disparities are identified, the racial and

ethnic equity committee must take concerted action, including:

* devise new strategies or practices to address the situation;

* establish clear quantitative goals for selected strategies;

* monitor the impact of the new strategies; and

» refine the approaches as needed in an ongoing pursuit of greater equity.
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low-income neighborhoods of color where many system-
involved youth reside. Wherever significant problems
and disparitics are identified, system stakeholders

must devise new strategies or practices to address the
situation, monitor their impact and continually refine the

approaches in an ongoing pursuit of grearer equiry.

Community connections are cspecially important

in jurisdictions where people of color predominate
and where youth of color make up a large share of
the probation population. Probation leaders in these
jurisdictions should make it a prierity to hire officers
who reflect the racial and ethnic backgrounds of the
populations they scrve,

Cellahorative Family-Engaged Case Planning

Probarion must begin with a case planning process

thar is individualized, strength based, rauma informed
and inclusive — i.c., the product of an open-three-way
discussion among youth, parents and family members and
the probation ofhicer.

As part of its work on probation practice reform. the
Cascy Foundation has supported the development of the
Family-Engaged Case Planning Model, which spells out
a new approach to the development of probation case
plans.™ This case planning tool emphasizes several key
ingredients for success:

 Engagement with youth and families. The probation casc
plan must be developed through open conversation with
the young person and his or her parent(s) or caregiver(s).

« Realistic change model. Probation must embrace realistic
expectations for young people’s progress, which starts by
meeting people where they are in terms of readiness for
change and builds incrementally upen small successes.

a6 transforming juvenile probatian/a vision for gettg it right

« SMART goals. Each young person’s case plan must center
around the achievermnent of tangible goals that are specific,
mcasurable, atcainable, rclevane and timely (SMART).

» Common ground. The process and relationship should
begin with the identification of an achievable goal thar is
important to all the parties (court, probation, youth and
family members).

» Strength based. Rather than focusing primarily on
identifying and addressing problems facing the youth
and his or her family, the process of developing and
implementing the case plan should recognize and
incarporate the assets, skills and resources that the youth
and family bring to the process.

The case planning process should also recognize the needs
and interests of victims, and — as with diversion —
probation case plans should embrace restorative practices
such as victim-offender mediation where appropriate.
Especially when youth have harmed others {theft, physical
injury or damaged property), case plans should require

youth to engage in activiries aimed at repairing the harm
through meaningful community service, restitution,
letters of apology or other means.

A Focus on Family

Prabation success hinges on active and constructive
involvement of the family, and probation agencies must
therefore undertake ambitious efforts to engage and
support families. Probation officers should involve family
members as primary partners not only in case planning,
bur also in all subsequent stages of probation. In doing
so, probation officers should apply a broad definition of
family by engaging all adults with close ties who might be
a resource to support a youth’s success, including parents
or other guardians and extended family and surrogate
family members who provide a “circle of care.”




PROBATION TRANSFORMATION IN ACTION
Lucas County (Toledo), Ohio

ince faunching its probation transformation work in 2014, Lucas County, Ohio, has developed an entirely

new approach to youth charged with misdemeanor offenses and has practically eliminated the practice of
confining youth for technical violations of probation. These and other reform steps have enabled the county to cut
the number of youth placed in residential and correctional facilities in half.

Misdemeanor services — Steering low-level offenses away from the court and probation. In a dramatic departure from
prior practice, all youth referred to juvenile court on misdemeanors in Lucas County are now either diverted from
court or overseen by specialized case managers in the county's new Misdemeanor Services Unit. Based on an
initial assessment, youth overseen by this unit are referred to appropriate resource providers in the community
such as a mentoring program, positive youth development activity, or evidence-based family treatment program,
Youth may also be assigned to pay restitution and/or perform community service.

But unlike conventional probation cases, the case managers do not require these youth to attend regular
meetings, submit to drug testing or participate in activities under threat of further court action. Most importantly,
while case managers work diligently to gain young people’s cooperation, Lucas County does not return youth
with misdemeanors to court for noncompliance with their service plans. Instead, these young people’s cases are
terminated as unsuccessful completions. Only if they commit a felony offense are youth on the misdemeanor
caseload referred to court and potentially placed on probation.

Additional reform steps. Lucas County is also pursuing an array of other reforms, such as:

* contracting with a local community organization
to employ family navigators to support the
parents and other family members of youth in
delinguency court;

* funding community-based organizations to
offer positive youth development activities such
as glass blowing, metal working, ceramics,
boatbuilding and bike repair;

* partnering with the Youth Advocate Program
(YAP) to provide mentors/advocates to work with
court-involved youth; and

* expanding diversion oplions by creating a new
restorative circles program and making a range
of services available to diverted youth that were
previously limited to youth on probation.

Continued on next page.
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Curtailing confinement for technical violations. In 2012, 30 of the 100 youths removed from their homes in Lucas
County were senl inlo placemenl due to technicat violations — not new lawbreaking behavior — and more than’
half of those youth scored as low or moderate risk to reoffend. in 2016, Lucas County placed just four youths

in residential custody for technical violations, and five youths in each of the two years before that.

“Research and science have shown us that detention and incarceration should only be used to keep the
community safe, so we made the determination that the court wasn't going 1o use [confinement] in response
to technical violations of probation,” says Judge Denise Cubbon, the ranking judge on Lucas County's juvenile
court. “It then becomes necessary to arm judges and court officers with research-driven alternatives and
evidence-based practices to maintain youth in the community while keeping the community safe. So that's

what we've done.”

SOURCE: Allinformation has been provided by Lucas County Juvenile Court and Probation Department

To help maximize the constructive involvement of
farnilies, probacion agencies should hire parents of youth
currenty or formerly involved in the justice system to
guide and counsel parents and other family members.
Probation agencies should also actively solicit and heed
the opinions of family members through advisory
committecs, surveys and other means.

In addition, probarion agencies should refrain from
imposing or collecting fines and fees from the families
of probation youth. Such fees can cause crippling debt
for the families of court-involved youth, many of whom
are low income, alienating family members whose active
participation and support are crucial to young people’s
success.

Pesitive Youth Development

Positive youth development must be a core value of
probation. Rather than focusing primarily or exclusively
on treating problems, probation musrt offer young

transforming juvenile probation/a vision for gerting i right

people opportunities and help them to build skills

and develop capacities they will need 1o make better
decisions and succeed as adults. Probation case plans
should involve youth in victim-offender mediation or
other restorative justice activities when appropriate and
— most importantly — provide opportunities for young
people 1o build positive relationships wich adults, pursue
their interests, participate in constructive recreational
and educational activities and contributc in meaningful
ways to their communities. In some cases, probation
agencics will want to develop and fund programs focused
specifically on (and limited 10) youth on probation; in
other situations, youth will gain most by participating in
opportunities open to all youth.

Community Connections

Youth on probation need access to meaningful and
relevant youth development opportunities and especially

to positive role models and organizations in their home




ncighborhoods. Historically, however, probation agencies
have not aggressively pursued meaningful connections
with community partners, This gap is especially
problematic for youth who live in decply underserved
neighborhoods — and particularly when these
neighborhoads are primarily populated by people of color.
To address this situation, probation agencies will need

to substantially intensify their community engagement
cfforts.

Specifically, they must:

* Partner with (and provide significant funding to)
communicy organizations roored in neighborhoods
where large cancentrations of youth on probation reside.

* Work with communicy-based organizations to provide
restorative justice programs.

* Connect probation youth with pasirive role models
in their communities through mentor and advocare
programs, volunteet probation officers, CASA, etc.

* Assign a high-ranking staff member 10 serve asa
community liaison whose role will be to promore
and strengthen community connections, work with
community-based partners and reach out to community
members as needed to address needs and goals of
individual youth.

Minimized Use of Confinement and
Placement and Never far Probation Violations

Inevitably, regardless of how well probation officers work
with young people and their families, and no matter how
many constructive opportunitics they offer, some youth
on probation caseloads will fail to meer the expectations
and goals of their case plan. They may engage in troubling
behaviors such as recreational drug use, or skipping
school, or missing scheduled meetings or program

activities. Some will commirt new offenses either during
their periods of supervision or afterward.

Probation officers should work as hard as possible to help
youth avoid these setbacks. Buc it is equally importanc
thar probation and courr officials not overreact to
misbchavior by removing youth from their homes and
placing them in detention, correctional facilities or other
residential programs.

Except when youth have commitred serious offenses and
posc an immediate and significant threat to public safety,
youth should not be confined as a result of new offenses
committed while under probation supervision — nor

for offenses committed after they complete probation,
Personal growth, positive behavior change and long-term
success — probation’s mission — are gradual processes
with predictable ups and downs. Therefore, probarion
agencics’ success should be measured, in part, by their
results in minimizing placements and kecping young
people in the community. Every probation department
should have a policy requiring 2 review process prior to
approving any out-of-home placement. In addition to the
probation officer and his or her supervisor(s), this review
should be led by a scnior administrator in the probation
department, and it should include the youth, his or her
caretakers, a community representative and other adults
in the youth’s and family’s support nerwork. This type

of procedure is currently being used to good effect in St.
Louis City and Santa Cruz. Many other jurisdictions also
employ some type of pre-placement review. However, the
procedures often fall short of ensuring that placement
decisions are reviewed at the highest level of the
department; inclusive of youth, familics and their support
network; and focused on finding alternatives to placement
whenever possible.

the annie &. casey foundation/www.ascl.org
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Avoidance of Damage of System Involvement

Although juvenile courts were created, in part, to protect
the privacy of youth and prevent them from suffering
long-term consequences duc to youthful misdeeds,
privacy protections have been substantially rolled back

in recent times due to policy changes and rechnological
advances. Information about arrests, formal charges

and adjudications in juvenile court, which can now

be accessed by employers, college admission officers,
consumer reporting agencies and others, can sharply limit
opportunities for a lifecime.”

Recognizing this problematic trend, probarion leaders
should take all appropriate steps to keep youth from
facing these collateral consequences. Specifically, they
should cake action in two areas:

» Judicious use of consent decrees and deferred
prosecution. Probation and court authorities should allow
some youth whose cases are serious enough to warrant
formal processing to be supervised on probation without
the formal stain of adjudication. Through deferred
prosccution and consent decree procedures, they should
allow some youth the opportunity to have their charges
dropped if they complete probation successfully. (In these
cases, failure on probation would result in a return to
court and possible adjudication.) This option is especially
appropriate for younger youth and those withour a prior
adjudication on their records.

« Shield young people's privacy. Probation and court
authorities should also adopt policies and practices to
minimize che extent to which young people’s arrest and/
or court records are circulated. Key steps include: limiting
records access to individuals connected to the young
person’s case; automarically sealing records as soon as
youth are discharged from coust supervision; providing
the opportunity (simply and at no cost) to seal or expunge
records of juvenile arrests and adjudications; excluding
juvenile records from all public records requests; and

transforming Juvenile probation/a viston lor gotting it right

prohibiting states and local authorities from sending
juvenile records information to the FBI for inclusion in
national offense databases. -

Limited Periods of Supervision

Probation should begin as soon as possible following
referral to juvenile court, and it should not be a long-term
intervention. While the duration of probation should be
individualized, based on the young person’s success in
mecting goals and demonstrating the capaciry and will to
avoid delinquent behavior, the typical peried of probation
should be roughly six to ninc months. Youth who meet
expecrations and achieve their goals quickly might be
permiteed to cxit probation more quickly. But even for
those who struggle to meer their goals, the period of
probation should generally not exceed one year,

Holding Probation Accountable for Results

“Probation departments cannot succeed (or for that
matter fail} withour 2iming at sorﬁe:hing,” as noted in
the Deskiop Guide s Good Juvenile Probation Practice.
“That something must be understood and agreed upon...
[a probation agency applying best practice] systematically
measures the tangible resules of its interventions,
compares those results to its goals, and makes itself
publicly accountable for any differences.”"™

A key requirement for fundamencal juvenile probation
reform must be a clear focus on goals. Probation agencies
will need to begin identifying measurable goals, collecting
outcome data and holding themselves accountable for
achieving concrete results consistent with their mission.
Specifically, probation agencies and their court and
community partners should be held accountable for
achieving measurable outcome goals in the following
domains:




Limiting the formal probation popuiation to youth who pose
significant risk to public safety. Probarion agencies should

be held accountable for ending the practice of supervising

diverted youth on informal probation. Goals should be
set and outcome dara collected to measure success in
diverting youth who have not committed serious violent
offenses and are at lower risk for rearrest. Policies should
be put in place to mandate diversion for all but youth
assessed as high risk, and jurisdictions should measure

their performance in complying with these policies and in |

increasing the share of youth diverted from court.

Eliminating the use of secure detention and out-of-

home placements for technical violations and minimizing
placements in all other circumstances. Probation should
be held accountable for working with prosccutors,
judges, public defenders and other child-serving agencies
to eliminate the use of placements as a consequence

for technical violations and to minimize the use of
correctional and other out-of-home placements in all
delinquency cascs. Ata minimum, probation agencies
should make it standard practice to review all potential
alternatives to placement before any young person is
removed from home, and they should set goals and
monitor progress toward reducing the number of youth
sent 1o placement both overall and in relation to the
number of felony referrals to juvenile court.

Taking aggressive and strategic action to manitor and
address racial and ethnic disparities and to promote
equity. Accountabilicy measures to assess the adequacy
of probation efforts to promote racial and ethnic equity
must extend well beyond calculating the “relative rate
index” (RRI) to determine how much more likely
youth of color are to reach successive stages of the
juvenile court process (arrest, court referral, detention,
adjudication, placement and transfer to adult courr). In
addition, probation agencies must be held accountable
for undertaking the full menu of best practice steps
described earlier (sec page 34), including carcful and

PROBATION SHOULD BE HELD
ACCOUNTABLE FOR WORKING WITH
PROSECUTORS, JUDGES, PUBLIC
DEFENDERS AND OTHER CHILD-
SERVING AGENCIES TO ELIMINATE
THE USE OF PLACEMENTS AS A
CONSEQUENCE FOR TECHNICAL
VIOLATIONS.

ongoing data analysis and geographic mapping to identify
underlying causes for system disparities and imbalances

in the quality, availability and cultural responsivencss of
programs and services, System stakeholders must also be
held accountable for devising new strategies or pracrices
to address identified problems and for monitoring the
impact of the new strategies and continually refining their
approaches in an ongoing pursuit of greater cquity.

Providing positive youth development opportunities and
fostering success in school and/for career preparation. As
a first step, probation agencies should strive ta ensure
thac all probation youth are enrolled in school and/

or actively participating in work or carcer preparation
programs. Beyond that, probation should establish goals
and measure outcomes to determine whether cach young
person is attending school regularly and making good
academic progress, participating in constructive activitics
in the community, exploring careers and/or pursuing
interests in keeping with their case plans and building
conncctions with positive adult mentrors, role models and
respected adults in their communities.
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OTHER TRAILBLAZERS IN PROBATION TRANSFORMATION

n addition to Lucas and Pierce counties, 8 number of other JDAI sites, and some non-JDAI jurisdictions,
are making noteworthy progress toward transforming probation in positive ways,

Multnomah County, Oregon, has adopted the Functional Family Probation made! that puts supporting family
members and promoting family well-being at the heart of probation's mission.!®* Aiso, Multnomah has partnered
with two community organizations — one in a predominantly Latino neighborhood, the other in an African-
American neighborhood — to create the two-part Community Healing Initiative (CHI). The original CHI program
offers extra support for probation youth at high risk for rearrest, while the CHI-Early Intervention program provides
an alternative to formal processing for youth who pose less risk to public safety,'®2

Santa Cruz County, California, has forged partnerships with community organizations to provide positive youth
development programming, including the Aztecas Youth Soccer Academy for youth on probation. It also created
the Fuerte program to provide intensive support (when needad) to assist probation youth with significant mental
health and/or social service needs. Santa Cruz has long used a 20-plus item checklist to hold itself accountable
for combating racial and ethnic disparities, and it recently developed an elaborate response grid speiling out
protocols and options for respending to youth who deviate from their court-ordered conditions. Remarkably, Santa

Cruz did not send a single young person to an out-of-home placement during the last five and a half months of
2017 103

The City of St. Louis has adopted a Team Support Approach where probation ofiicers work with parents, family
members and olher caring adults to help devise a “success plan” for each young person, and then lo revise and
update the plan over time. Since implementing this approach in 2014, the share of youth referred back to court

on new charges while on probation has fallen 59 percent, and the re-referral rate for youth after leaving probation
has fallen 38 percent.!™

Since 2010, New York City's Department of Probation has substantially increased the share of youth diverted from
court, simplified the list of standard conditions for youth on probation and implemented a new case planning
protocol that involves youth and their families in helping to establish personal goals and identifying a suitable mix
of supperts and opportunities. 108

Summit County, Ohio, has reduced the number of youth placed on probation for misdemeanor offenses from

152 in 2014 to just 29 in 2017 — a drop of 81 percent. Instead of probation for these youth, Summit imposes
individualized and limited dispositions involving referral for treatment, referral for assessment, community service,
restitution, essay writing or — in some cases — no further action. 1%
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Effectively engaging parents and forging meaningful
community partnerships. Transforming juvenile probation

-will require a far greater role for parents and other family

members and far stronger partnerships with organizations
and individuals in communities where large numbers of
youth on probation reside. Probation agencies should
measure and incentivize probation officers’ success in
engaging parents and securing their active participation
in the case planning process and all other aspects of their
children’s probation cases. Likewise, probation agencies
should foster strong connections with community
partnets in two ways: First, probation agencies should
develop concrete goals for working with — and also
contracting with — community-based organizations

as part of their efforts to offer youth a broad array of
enriching and culturally responsive youth development
opportunities. Second, probation agencies should
establish communiry advisory boards or include respected
community members on existing advisory boards to
ensure that probation policies and practices are fully
informed by community concerns.

Meeting the needs of (and gaining favorable reviews from)
probation parents and familias and youth themselves.

To help measure its progress roward forging posirive
relationships with parents and families, and with youth
themselves, probation agencies should regularly survey
family members, as well as youth, to gather feedback on
how well they believe probation is serving them.

Meeting the needs of (and gaining favorable reviews from)
victims. Probarion agencies and their community partners
should also survey the victims of offenses commirted by
youth. Employing restorative justice strategies is valuable
both as a matrer of justice and a means for fostering
adolescent development. Therefore, victim surveys
should be conducted regularly to determine whether
victims are satisfied that the justice system has responded

appropriately.

Addressing young people's identified needs and
delinguency-related risk factors. Probation agencies
should set goals and monitor their performance in
connecting youth with appropriate and well-crafted
services to address key risk factors such as problematic
peer associates, substance abuse, family conflict or
academic failure. Probation should also monitor the
success of these interventions in reducing the identified
risks and — whenever possible — review the quality of
service provider programs using assessment tools such as
the Georgetown University Center for Juvenile Justice
Reform’s Standardized Program Evaluation Protocol
{SPEP)'” or the University of Cincinnati’s Correctional
Program Checklist.'®

Achisving meaningful goals for reducing reoifending.
Juvenile probarion agencies must also upgrade their
procedures for measuring success in reducing reoffending,
Probation’s success in protecting public safery should

be measured in terms of progress toward desistance —
reducing the frequency and seriousness of reoffending,
while helping youth build the skills, relationships

and positive assets'” that will move them away from
offending for the long term — as opposed to overly
simplistic recidivism measures that count one new

arrest or adjudication the same as many and that treat

a marijuana possession charge the same as a2 murder.
When recidivism is used as a public safety measure, it
must be measured using appropriately matched groups,
employing techniques like propensity score matching

or comparison group analysis, to determine whether
probation interventions are lowering the reoffending rates
of supervised youth,
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While probation has arguably received too little focus and attention from the

administrators, policymakers and scholars responsible for guiding and improving

juvenile justice, the Casey Foundation recognizes that many others in the field

are already working hard to improve juvenile probation outcomes.

Indecd, several prominent reform efforts have emerged in
recent years to boost probation’s effectiveness:

* The University of Cincinnati’s Effective Practices in
Community Supervision (EPICS) has provided training
and coaching sessions for officers in more than 80
probation agencies nationwide serving juvenile and/or
adult populations.'" This training aims to boost such
skills as building effective refationships with young
people, teaching important cognitive and behavioral
skills and individualizing young people’s case plans
based on objective risk and needs assessments.

* The Carey Guides are a set of 33 user-friendly
handbooks designed to help probation officers and
other corrections professionals apply research-informed
practices with youth or adults on their caseloads.!'!

* The Robert F Kennedy National Resource Center for
Juvenile Justice has developed an intensive “probation
system review” process to help juvenile probation
agencies optimize their performance.

* The American Probation and Parole Association, the

Robert F. Kennedy National Resource Center and the

Council of State Governments Justice Center have
worked together to create a_fuvenile Probation Reform
Academy, wherc teams of probation professionals review
their operations in light of research-informed best
pracrices and begin to craft probation reform action
plans.

In addition to these probation-specific approaches, three
meore broadly focused juvenile justice reform strategics
have emerged in recent years with significant implications
for probation practice:

* Several initiatives provide support for effective utilization
of risk and needs assessment instruments through staff
training on how to conduct the assessment and help
in developing policies and practices to cnsure that
assessment findings are used properly.'?

* Some jurisdictions have begun to assess the effectiveness
of their intervention programs — and to address
identified shortcomings — using the Correctional
Pragram Checklist or SPER both of which measure
programs’ adherence to an extensive array of research-
informed quality measures.
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» OJJDP's fuvenile Justice Reform and Reinvestinent
Initiative has funded a handful of jurisdictions
nationwide to adopt best practice reforms such as
utilizing cmpirically based risk and needs assessments,
developing dispositional matrices and using the SPEP
rating system to assess and improve intervention
programs for juvenile justice youth.

These reform modecls target critical nceds and show
promise to address some of the challenges facing
juvenile probation agencies. Most of them can help
probation officers in making more accurate assessments,
strengthening their skills in interacring with youth and
doing a better job of matching the type and intensity of
interventions to the identified risk and nceds factors of
individual youth. And all the reform strategies described
hete arc informed by research and employ thoughtful,
innovarive methods to provide nceded assistance in
these areas.

In spite of their strengths, none of the prominent
probation reform cfforts mentioned above, alone or in
combination, are sufficient to tackle the fundamental
challenges facing juvenile probation. Why nor?

Too Narrow a Focus

By and large, current prominent juvenile probation
reform cfforts target only some of the high-priority
challenges facing probation. Other key challenges are
either absent from the existing reform strategies or receive
only sccondary emphasis. What's missing?

« Insufficient attention to the need for reducing probation
populations and expanding court diversion. While reducing
cascloads is not inconsistent with the prominent current
reform models, none of them has identified reducing
probation caseloads as an explicit outcome goal. Likewisc,

none has devoted significant attention to the challenges

transdorming juvenile probation/a vision tor getting it right

WHILE REFORM STRATEGIES TO
IMPROVE THE PROFESSIONAL
PRACTICES OF PROBATION OFFICERS
AND UPGRADE ASSESSMENT AND CASE
PROCESSING PROCEDURES CAN BOOST
PROBATION’'S EFFECTIVENESS AT THE
MARGINS, THE JUVENILE PROBATION
FIELD WILL NEVER MAKE SUBSTANTIAL
PROGRESS AS A WHOLE UNTIL A

MUCH CLEARER CONSENSUS EMERGES
ABOUT WHOM PROBATION 1S MEANT
TO SERVE AND WHAT IT 1S MEANT TO
ACCOMPLISH.

associated with substantially expanding and improving
available diversion alternatives, as would be required
for juvenile courts and probation agencies to heed the
evidence and limit probation to youth at higher risk of
reoffending,

« Muted focus on racial and ethnic equity. Despite the
system’s vast disparities, cusrent probation reform models
have not made action against racial and cthnic disparities
a top priority, and they have not promoted rigorous or
promising new approaches to easing disparitics.

» Inadequate attention to empowering families and engaging
community partners. Most probation reform models
concentrate primarily on improving the practices of
individual probation officers or the quality of intervention




@

programs. Yet none of them promotes an ambitious
change strategy for improving probarion's relationships
with parents and family members — or providing
familics with assistance they may need o support their
system-involved children. Likewise, none of the reform
strategics emphasizes the need for stronger alliances with
community partners,

* Limited focus on positive youth development. None of
the existing probation reform strategies highlighe positive
youth development as a primary goal or prioritize the
importance of typical adolescent development needs such
as recreation, connection to mentors and other positive
adults and opportunities for leadership development and
meaningful communiry service.

» Inattention 1o probation’s problematic role as a gateway
to confinement. Current models do not emphasize the
importance of curtailing placements stemming from
probation rule violations, and none makes reducing these
placements an explicit goal.

Failure to Address the Need for Clarity About
Mission, Goals and Outcomes

Perhaps the most fundamental shortcoming of current
juvenile probation reform cHorts is the failure to

directly address the core mission of probation, While
reform strategies to improve the professional practices

of probation officers and upgrade assessment and case
processing procedures can boost probation’s effectiveness
at the margins, the juvenile probation field will never
make substantial progress as 2 whole until a2 much clearer
consensus emerges about whom probation is meant

to serve and what it is meant to accomplish. With one

exception,'*?

the existing reform strategies do not push
system stakeholders to clarify probation’s purpose, to align
policies and practices with the agreed-upon mission and

to micasure success against concrete goals.
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he juvenile justice field has recently made
T encouraging progress, not only in making

JDAT's core strategies a national standard for
detention practice but also in reducing the reliance on
correctional confinement. Yet it is hard to conceive how
our field can sustain this progress, and it is hard 1o see
how we can live up to the founding ideals of the juvenile
court as a kind and just parent, providing equal justice
under the law; unless we begin to align the system’s
biggest and most pervasive element — juvenile probation
— with what works.

The knowledge provided by recent rescarch on adolescent
brain development and behavior demands a fundamental
rethinking of juvenile probation practice. Such a
rethinking has enormous potential to improve system
performance and the lives of young people.

The recommendations offered here reflect a measured and
carefully considered response to the glaring gaps between
current practices and the best available information about
what works or should work with court-involved youth
and ro the limitations of existing reform efforts to bolster
probation practice.

This report and its recommendations, however, are just a
beginning. They provide a gencral outline for probation

transformation and encourage local action, innovation
and learning. They offer guidance, but not a specific plan
or program model, thar jurisdictions might follow to
optimize their probation policies and practices.

To help fill this void, Casey will publish a probarion
transformation “playbook” thar will provide more detailed
recommendations for change in probation and diversion
practices. The Foundation anticipates sharing more
information about exemplary models and imporrant
issues related to probation reform.

At the same time, Casey will be providing hands-on
support to local JDAI sites working on probation practice
reforms. The Foundation will continue its parenerships
with the two probation transformation sites in Lucas
County, Ohio, and Pierce County, Washington, as they
push the envelope on enlightened probation practice. In
addition, Casey will continue working with JDATI sites

to encourage and support their efforts to review their
probation practices and pursue steps roward the emerging
probation transformation approach. Working together,
the field can scize the opportunity before us to get
probation right.
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Clinical Model - About FFT Training - Functional Family Therapy Page 1 of 3

ié)m FUNCTIONAL

FAMILY THERAPY

IN THIS SECTION

Clinical Model

FFT is a short-term, high guality intervention program with an average of 12 to 14
sessions over three to five months. FFT works primarily with 11- to 18-year-old youth
who have been referred for behavioral or emotional problems by the juvenile justice,
mental health, school or child welfare systems. Services are conducted in both clinic
and home settings, and can also be provided schools, child welfare facilities,
probation and parole offices/aftercare systems and mental health facilities.

FFT is a strength-based model built on a foundation of acceptance and respect. At its
core is a focus on assessment and intervention to address risk and protective factors
within and outside of the family that impact the adolescent and his or her adaptive
development.

FFT consists of five major components: engagement, motivation, relational
assessment, behavior change and generalization. Each of these components has its
own goals, focus and intervention strategies and techniques.

Engagement

The goals of this phase involve enhancing family members' perceptions of therapist
responsiveness and credibility. Therapists work hard to demonstrate a sincere desire to listen,
help, respect and "match” to family members in o way that is sensitive and respectful of
individual, family and cultural beliefs, perspectives and values. The therapist's focus is on
immediate responsiveness to family needs and maintaining a strength-based relational focus.
Activities include high availability, telephone outreach, appropriate longuage and dress,
contact with as many family members as possible, “matching” and a respectful attitude.

http://www.ffillc.com/about-fft-training/clinical-model.html 6/20/2016
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Motivation

The goals of this phase include creating a positive motivational context by decreasing family
hostility, conflict and blame, increasing hope and building balanced alliances with family
members. Therapists work to change the meaning of family relationships by emphasizing
possible hopeful alternatives, maintaining a nonjudgmental approach and conveying
acceptance and sensitivity to diversity. The therapist's focus is on the relationship process,
separating blame from responsibility while remaining strength-based. Activities include the
interruption of highly negative interaction patterns, changing meaning through a strength-
based relational focus, pointing process, sequencing and reframing of the themes by
validating negative impact of behavior while introducing possible benign/ noble (but
misguided) motives for behavior. The introduction of themes and sequences that imply a
positive future are important activities of this phase.

Relational Assessment

The goal of this phase is to identify the patterns of interaction within the family to understand
the relational "functions” or interpersonal payoffs for individual family members' behaviors.
The therapist focuses on eliciting and analyzing information pertaining to relational
processes, and assess each dyad in the family using perception and understanding of
relational processes, The focus is directed to intrafamily and extrafamily context and
capacities (e.g., values, attributions, functions, interaction patterns, sources of resistance,
resources and limitations). Therapist activities involve observation, questioning, inferences
regarding the functions of negative behaviors, and switching from an individual probiem
focus to a relational perspective. This sets the stage for planning in Behavior change and
Generalization, where all interventions are matched to the families’ relational functions.

Behavior Change

The goal of this phase is to reduce or eliminate referral problems by improving family
functioning and individual skill development. Behavior Change often includes formal behavior
change strategies that specifically address relevant family processes, individual skills or
clinical domains {such as depression, truancy, substance use). Skills such as structuring,
teaching, organizing and understanding behavioral assessment are required. Therapists focus
on communication training, using technical aids, assigning tasks, and training in confiict
resolution. Techniques and strategies often include evidence-based cognitive-behavioral
strategies for addressing family functioning and referral problems. Phase activities are
focused on modeling and prompting positive behavior, providing directives and information,
developing creative programs to change behavior, all while remaining sensitive to family
member abilities and interpersonal needs.

Generalization Phase

The primary goals in this phase are to extend the improvements made during Behavior
Change into multiple areas and to plan for future challenges. This often involves extending
positive family functioning into new situations or systems, planning for relapse prevention,
and incorporating community systems into the treatment process (such as teachers,
Probation Officers). Skills include a multisystemic/systems understanding and the ability to

http://www fftllc.com/about-ffi-training/clinical-model.html 6/20/2016
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establish links, maintain energy, and provide outreach into community systems. The primary
focus is on relationships between family members and multiple community systems.
Generalization activities involve knowing the community, developing and maintain contacts,
initiating clinical linkages, creating relapse prevention plans, and helping the family develop
independence.

1251 Northwest Elford Drive
Seattle, Washington, 98177
P: (206) 369-5894
EMAIL US (MAILTO:HOLLY@FFTLLC.COM)
(http://www.facebook.com/FunctionalFamilyTherapyinc/) {https://twitter.com/FFT_LLC)
Clinical Service System Login

(https://www.fftcss.com/)
@ Functional Family Therepy LLC

http://www.fftllc.com/about-fft-training/clinical-model.html 6207016



Placement to Community Transition Services (PCTS)

Functional Family Therapy {FFT)
Fact Sheet

Graduations and Dis-enrollments

1. We have seen an increase in FFT graduations and a decrease in FFT dis-enroliments since 2007.

Evaluation Period* Evaluation Period** Evaluation Period***
(71107 = 12/31111) (11112 - 12/31/14) (11115 - 4/30/18)
Total Cases 666 571 719
Graduations 57% (380 cases) 69% (397 cases) 78% {559 cases)
Dis-enroliments 43% (286 cases) 31% (174 cases) 22% (160 cases)

*Evaluation Period (includes cases Ihat began FFT services from 7/1/2007 lo 12/31/2011)
**Evaluation Period {includes cases that began FFT services from 1/1/2012 to 12/31/2014)
***Evaluation Period (includes cases that began FFT services from 1/1/2015 to 4/30/2018)

2. Of the total 571 cases that graduated or dis-enrolled from FFT during Evaluation Period 1/1/12 to 12/31/014, 11% were dis-enrolled as a
result of out-of-home placements:

Ordered Camp Community Placement 25 cases 4%
Ordered Suilable Placement 38 cases 7%
DJJ 1 case 0%

3. Of the total 719 cases that graduated or dis-enrolied from FFT during Evaluation Period 1/1/15 to 4/30/2018, 6% were dis-enrolled as a
result of out-of-home placements:

Ordered Camp Community Placement 8 cases 1%
Ordered Suitable Placement 34 cases 5%
DKC Placement 1 case 0.1%
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July 2011

Return on investment:

Evidence-Based Options to Improve Statewide Outcomes
—July 2011 Update—

The Washington State Legislature directed the
Washington State Institute for Public Policy
(Institute) to “calculate the return on investment to
taxpayers from evidence-based prevention and
intervention programs and policies.”

In this update, we identify public policies that have
been shown to improve the following outcomes:

¥ Child maltreatment
v Crime

v Education

v Labor earnings

v Mental health
v" Public assistance
v" Public health
v Substance abuse

This report presents our findings as of July 2011.
Prior to the 2012 Washington legislative session,
we will update and extend these results. The
Legislature authorized the Institute to receive
outside funding for this project; the MacArthur
Foundation supported 80 percent of the work and
the Legislature funded the other 20 percent.

The “big picture” purpose of this research is to help
policy makers in Washington identify evidence-
based strategies that can deliver better outcomes
per dollar of taxpayer spending. In a time of fiscal
constraint, this goal seems especially important.

This short report summarizes our current findings.
Readers can download detailed resuits in two
accompanying technical appendices.?

Background

In the mid-1990s, the legislature began to direct
the Institute to undertake comprehensive reviews
of “evidence-based” policy strategies. The initial
efforts were in juvenile and adult criminal justice
We identified several juvenile justice and adult
corrections’ programs—not then operating in
Washington—that had the potential to reduce
crime and save Washington taxpayers money.?

Summary

The Washington State Instituie for Public Policy
was created by the 1983 Washington Legislature
to carry out non-partisan research assignrments,

The 2009 Legislature directed the Institute to
“calculate the return on investment to iaxpayers
from evidence-based prevention and intervention
programs and policies.” The Legislature instructed
the Institute to produce “a comprehensive list of
programs and policies that improve . . . outcomes
for children and adulls in Washington and result in
more cost-efficient use of public resources.”

The current project continues a long-term effort in
Washingten to identify evidence-based ways to
deliver better outcomes per taxpayer dollar. This
short report summarizes our findings as of July
2011. Readers can download detailed resulis in
two lechnical appendices.

In subsequent sessions, the legislature used the
information to begin a series of policy reforms.*
Many “real world" lessons were learmned about
implementing these programs statewide.®

Today, the results of these crime-focused efforts
appear to be paying off. Relative to national rates,
juvenile crime has dropped in Washington, aduit
criminal recidivism has declined, total crime is down,
and taxpayer criminal justice costs are lower than
alternative strategies would have required.*

Suggested citation: Aos, S, Lee, 5., Drake, E , Pennucci, A.,
Klima, T, Miller, M., Anderson, L., Mayfield, J., & Burley, M
(2011), Return on investment: Evidence-based options lo

improve slatewide outcomes (Uocument No, 11-U0/-1201) |
Olympia: Washington State Instilute for Public Policy. |
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In the early 2000s, the legislature began to direct the

Institute to apply the same benefit-cost approach to
other public policy areas, including K-=12 education,
early childhood education, child welfare, adult
mental health, and substance abuse.” This current

project updates, refines, and extends these previous

assignments.

Our ongoing goal is to provide policy makers with
better “bottom-line” estimates each successive
legislative session,

General Research Approach

Over the last decade, as we have carried out these
assignments, we have been improving a four-step
research approach.

1) We systematically assess evidence on “what
works" {and what does not) to improve
outcomes.

2) We calculate costs and benefits for
Washington State and produce a Consumer
Reporis-like ranking of public policy options.

3) We measure the riskiness of our conclusions
by testing how bottom lines vary when
estimates and assumptions change.

4) Where feasible, we provide a "portfolio”
analysis of how a combination of policy options
could affect statewide outcomes of interest.

For this project, we have also developed a software
application to help legislative and executive staff
use the information, and to respond to requests
from other states.
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Step 1: What Works? [n the first research step,
we estimate the capability of various policies and
programs to improve ouicomes. We carefully
analyze all high-quality studies from the United
States and elsewhere to identify well-researched
interventions that have achieved outcomes (as well
as those that have not). We look for research
studies with strong, credible evaluation designs,
and we ignore studies with weak research methods.
Qur empirical approach follows a meta-analytic
framework to assess systematically all relevant
evaluations we can locate on a given topic.

Step 2: What Makes Economic Sense? Next,
we insert benefits and costs into the analysis by
answering two questions.

¥ How much does it cost to produce the results
found in Step 17

v How much is it worth to people in Washington
State to achieve the outcome? That is, in dollar
and cents terms, what are the program's
benefits?

To answer these questions, we developed—and
continug to refine—an economic model that
assesses benefits and costs. The goal is to provide
an internally consistent valuation so that one option
can be compared fairly to another. Our bottom line
benefit-cost measures include standard financial
statistics: net present values, benefit-cost ratios,
and rates of return on investment.

We present these monetary estimates from three
distinct perspectives: the benefits that accrue
solely to program participants, those received by
taxpayers, and any other measurable (non-
participant and non-taxpayer) monetary benefits.

The sum of these three perspectives provides a “total
Washington” view on whether a program produces
benefits that exceed costs. Restricting the focus
salely to the taxpayer perspective can also be useful
for fiscal analysis and state budget preparation.

Step 3: Assessing Risk. The third analytical
step involves testing the robustness of our results.
Any tabulation of benefits and costs necessarily
involves uncertainty and some degree of
speculation about future performance. This is
expected in any investment analysis, whether it is
in the private or public sector. Therefore, it is
important to understand how conclusions might
change when assumptions are altered. To
assess risk, we perform a “Monte Carlo
simulation” in which we vary the key factors in our
calculations. The purpose of the risk analysis is



to determine the odds that a particular approach
will at least break-even. This type of risk and
uncertainty analysis is used by many businesses
in investment decision making; we employ the
same tools to test the riskiness of the public
sector options considered in this report.

Step 4: Impacts on Statewide Outcomes. inthe
final analytic step, we estimate the degree to which
a "portfolio™ of programs and policies is likely to
affect statewide outcomes. We initiated portfolio
analysis in 2006, estimating how a combination of
prevention, juvenile justice, and adult corrections’
programs could influence Washington's crime rate,
the need to build prisons, and overall state and
lacal criminal justice spending.? The legislature
used this information in subsequent sessions to
crait budget and policy decisions.® In the near
future, we anticipate expanding portfolic analysis to
other outcomes such as high school graduation.

July 2011 Results

In this report, we summarize results from Steps 1,
2, and 3 of our research. We prepare a Consumer
Reports-like list of what works and what does not,
ranked by benefit-cost slatistics and a measure of
investment risk.

Bottom Line. We identify a number of evidence-
based options that can help policy makers achieve
desired outcomes as well as offer taxpayers a good
return on their investment, with low risk of failure.
Washingion is already investing in several of these
options. We also find other evidence-based options
that do not produce favorable results.

Summary Table. In Exhibit 1, we have arranged
the information by major topic area. Some
programs listed, of course, achieve outcomes that
cut across these topic areas. For each program, all
the specific outcomes measured in the studies are
described in the first technical appendix.

For some programs, we found insufficient information
to allow a calculation of benefits and cosls. We list
these programs in each lopic area; along with the
reason for their exclusion.

Example. To illustrate our findings, we summarize
results for a program called Functional Farmily
Therapy (FFT), designed for juveniles on probation.
This program is listed in the juvenile justice topic
area in Exhibit 1. FFT was originally tested in Utah.
Washington began to implement the program in the
mid-1990s. The legislature continues o fund FFT,
and it is now used by many of Washington's juvenile
courts.

* We reviewed all research we could find on FFT
and found eight credible evaluations that
investigated whether it reduces juvenile crime.
The technical appendix provides specific
information on the eight studies in our meta-
analysis of FFT, for example, two of the eight
were from Washington.

« |n Exhibit 1, we show our estimate that FFT
achieves total benefits of $37,739 per FFT
participant {2010 dollars). These benefits spring
primarily from reduced juvenile crime, but also
include labor market and health care benefits due
to increased probability of high school graduation.

+ Of the total $37,739 in benefits, Exhibit 1 shows
that we expect $8,536 to be received by taxpayers
and $29,203 will accrue to others, primarily people
who were not victimized by the avoided crimes.

» Exhibit 1 shows that the program costs $3,190
per participant to implement in Washington.

« Exhibit 1 also displays our benefit-cost summary
statistics for FFT. The net present value (benefits
minus costs) is $34,549, and the benefit to cost ratio
(benefits divided by costs) is $11.86. The internal
rate of return on investment is an astounding 641
percent. Finally, when we performed a risk analysis
of our estimated bottom line for FFT, we found that
the program has a 99 percent chance of producing
benefits that exceed costs.

+ Thus, one would conclude that FFT is an
attractive evidence-based program that reduces
crime and achieves a favorable return on
investment, with a2 small chance of an
undesirable ocutcome. These are the central
reasons why FFT continues to be part of
Washington's crime-reduction portfolio.

As noted, in addition to the summacy.informatiop,... - ...
displayed in Exhibit 1, we have prepared two
technical appendices. The first appendix presents
detailed results for each program summarized in
Exhibit 1, while the second appendix provides a
comprehensive description of the research methods
used to compute the estimates.



Exhibit 1
Monetary Benefits and Costs of Evidence-Based Public Policies
Summary of policy topics assigned to the Washinglton State Institute for Public Policy by the Washington State Legislaure
Estimates for Washington State, as of July 2011

Mcnetary Benefits

Summary Statistics

program-:
Juvenile Justice
Aggression Replacement Training (Inst.?) $66,954 $13,669  $53.285 {$1,473) $65,481 $4550 nie 93%
Functiona! Family Therapy (Inst.) 560,539 $13,719  §46,820 {$3,198) $57,341 $1898 nfe 89%
Aggression Replacement Training (Probation) 536,043 38,144  $27,898 ($1,476) $34,566 $24.44 nle 93%
Functional Family Therapy {Probation) $37,739 $8,536 329,202 ($3,190) $34,549 511,86 641% 99%
Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care $40,787 38,343  §32,443 (87,738} $33,047 §528 142% 85%
Multisystemic Therapy (MST) $29,302 3652 $22,782 {$7.206) $22,096 $4.07 28% 1%
Family Integrated Transitions {Inst ) $27,020 $5448  $21,572 ($10,968) $16,052 $247 1T% BE%
Brug Court $12,737  $2,859 $9.878 ($3.024) $9,713 $4.22 38% 80%
Coordination of Services 35270  $1.340 $3,930 (3386) $4,884 $1363 444% 78%
Victim Offender Mediation $3,922 $977 $2,946 {$566) $3,357 $694 BI% 90%
| Scared Straight {$6,031} (81,591) (54,440) ($83) ($6,095) nfe nle 1%
i Juvenlle justice programs for which we have not calcutated benefits and costs (at this time):
Supervision for Juvenile Offenders See previous WSIPP publications for past findings, an update is planned for December, 2011
Sex Offender Treatment for Juvenile Offenders See previous WSIPP publications for past findings; an update is planned for December, 2011,
Cognitive Behavioral Theragy (CBT®) (general) See previous WSIPP publications for past findings.
Diversion Programs See previous WSIPP publications for past findings.
Juvenile Boot Camp See previous WSIPP publications for past findings.,
Team Child Ses previous WSIPP publications for past findings
Teen Court See previous WSIPP publications for past findings
Wilderness Chafllenge Programs See previous WSIPP publications for past findings,

Adult Criminal Justice

Dangerously Mentally Ill Offenders $102,596 $24,391 $79,205 ($31,626) $71,969 3328 19% 100%
Drug Offender Sentencing Alternative; drug offenders  $28,013  $6680  $21,333 ($1,511) $26,502 $1857 nie 99% .
Comachicnal Education in Prison $19,923 34,785 515138 ($1.102) $18,821 $18.11  nfe 100%
Electronic Monitaring $17,068 4,088  $13,000 51,044 $18,112 nfe  nle 100%
Vocational Education in Prison $19,083 $4834 $14449 {$1,537) $17,547 $1243 nle 100%
Drug Treatment in the Community $15418  $3671 311748 ($2,102) $13,317 §7.35 nle 100%
Drug Offender Sentencing Alternative: prop. offenders  $14,324 33,410  $10,814 {$1,513) 512,811 $9.47 nle 76%
Mental Health Court $14,230 33424 310,806 ($2,870) $11,252 $4.95 44% 100%
CBT (in prison) $10,741  §$2,588 $8,153 ($217} $10,524 $48.55 nle 99%
Drug Treatment in Prison $14,351  $3,487 $10,883 {$3,894} $10,456 $3.69 25% 100%
Intensive Supervision: with lreatment 517,521 $4,216 $13.2305 ($7.712) $9,6809 $2.28 11% 96%
Drug Court 311,750 $2,644 $9,106 {$4,099) $7,651 $2.87 18% 100%
CBT (in the community) 57,730 %1848 $5,891 (3217) $7,522 $35.70 nfe 99%
Work Release $6,466 81,552 $4,914 ($648) $5,817 $9.97 nle 7%
Correctional Industries in Prison $6,398 51,545 $4,851 {$1,387) $5,011 $463 36% 100%
Community Employment Training/Job Assistance $4641  $1,104 $3,537 {$132) $4,509 $35.13 nle 100%
Intensive Supervision: survellance only ($556)  (3132) ($424) {34,050} ($4,606) (30.14) nle 10%
Domaestic Violence Perpetralor Trealment Programs ($3,724)  (8886) ($2,839) ($1,335) {$5,059) ($291) nle 20%
Adult criminal justice programs for which we have not calculated benefits and costs {at this time);
" ' Gex'OHender Treatment TT TTTTTT T T T T Rewewln process. oo &

Sex QHender Community Notification and Registration Review in process,

Adull Boot Camp See previous WSIPP publications for past findings

Drug Treatment in Jall See previous WSIPP publications for past findings

Jail Diversion for Mentally Ill Oifenders See previous WSIPP publications for past findings.

Life Skills Education See previous WSIPP publications for past findings

Restorative Justice for Lower-Risk Offenders See previous WSIPP publications for past findings

4



Exhibit 1, continued
Monetary Benefits Costs Summary Statistlcs

Tatal Taxpayeor Nan- iz Benefitio  Rate of
Bencfils Tanpayor Cost Ratio' FA QN

Child welfare®

Nurse Family Partnership for Low-Income Families $30,325 38,527 $21,798 (39,421) $20,905 $323 7% 89%
Incredible Years. Parent Training and Child Training $15,571 $4,083  $11,488 ($2,085) $13,486 $7.50 12% 93%
Other Home Visiling Programs for At-Risk Families $14,896 $3688 $11,228 ($5,453) $9,444 3273 5% 84%
Healthy Families America $13,790 84,330 39,459 {$4,508) $9,282 5307 % 98% |
Parent-Child Interaction Therapy: Disruptive Behavior $9,584 $3,026 56,558 {$1,302} $8,282 $7.37 31% 9% |
Parent-Child Interaction Therapy: Child Welfare $9.408  $1,892 $7,606 {$1,516) $7,982 $6.27 15% 100% |
Intensive Family Preservation (Momebuilders®) $10,995 $5,889 $5,106 (83,224} $7,771 $341 4% 99%
Incredible Years: Parent Training $8,488 §2,449 36,039 ($2.022) $6,466 $420 12% 76%
Triple P Level 4, Individual 57,237  $23N1 54 866 ($1,790) $5,447 5406 19% 79%
Trple P: Level 4, Group $3740  §1,230 $2.510 {$365) $3,374 51032 nle 89%
Parents as Teachers $7,236 351,616 $5620 {54,138) $3,099 $1.75 5% 74%
Triple P. (Universal) $1,277 3560 3696 {$135) $1,137 $522 8% 100%
Parent-Child Home Program %4835  $1,137 $3,718 (55,386} {$531) 3088 nfe 48%
Other Family Preservation {non-Homebuldars®) {$70} ($52) (317) {$2,982) {$3,052) {$0.02) nle 0%
Child welfara programs for which we have not calculated benefits and costs (at this time):

Family Team Decision Making See Technica’ Appendix | for meta-analytic results,

Structured Decision Making® Risk Assessment See Technical Appendix | for meta-snalytic results,

Dependency (or Family Treatmenl) Drug Court See previous WSIPP publications for past findings; updale in process,

Promoting First Relationships Review in process

Subsidized Guardianship Review in process.

Intensive Case Management for Emational Disturbance Review In process |

Flexible Funding via Title IV-E Waivers Review in process !

SafeCare Too few rigorous evaluations to dale

Circle of Security Too few rigorous evalualions to dale

Project KEEP Too few rigorous evaluations to date

i‘Pra~K t{o 12 Educatlon

Early Childhood Education: Low-Income /4 Year Olds $26480 §7.244  $19.236 ($7.420) $19,060 $360 7% 100%
Reading Recovery (K-12 Tutoring) $19017 $4,489  $14,528 {$1,863) $17,154 $1025 1% 83%
Tutoring for English Language Learmers {ELL) $13243 $3977 10,066 ($1,333} $11,910 31005 13% 65%
¥-12 Tuloring by Peers $11.937 §2,838 $9,099 ($995) $10,942 $1200 12% 74%
Special Literacy Instruction: ELL $7.684 31833 $5.851 {3275} $7,409 $2820 19% 67%
K-12 Tutoring by Adults §7,140 31,697 55,444 ($1,940) $5,200 3368 8% 66%
Early Head Start $13703  $4.413 $9,280 ($10,230) $3,563 3135 6% 47%
K-12 Parent Involvement Programs $3.627 $854 52713 ($813) $2,814 5462 12% 56%
NBPTS® Certification Bonuses for Teachers $1,622 $384 $1,238 (367) 51,555 $2428 19% 69%
Additional Day of K-12 Insiructional Time $105 %25 380 {$26) $79 $3.90 15% 53%
| Even Start ($1.511)  (3360) ($1,151) {$4,050) ($5,561) ($0.37) nle %

Pre-K to 12 educatlon programs for which we have not calculated benefits and costs (at this time):

Pre-K and Elementary Bilingual Instructional Programs See Technical Appendix | for meta-analylic resutts.

K-12 Educator Prolessional Development See Technical Appendix | for meta-analytic results.

Class Size See previous WSIPP publications for past findings; an update Is planned for December, 2011

Ful-Day Kindergarien (vs. haif-day) See previous WSIPP publicatlons for past findings; an update is planned for December, 2011

Increased Per-Sludent Expenditures See previous WSIPP publications for past findings; an update is planned for December, 2011

Teacher Compensation-Pay for Dagrees See previous WSIPP publications for past findings, an updale is planned for December, 2011 |

Teacher Compensation-Pay for Experience See previous WSIPP publications for past ndings, an update is planned for Decembar, 2011.

1eacher Cornpunsation Otfher tulicies © 7 Daview in paocess, e kbl b el

| Social-Emotional Learning In Educational Settings Review in process.

Before- and After-School Programs Review in process,

Summer School Programs Review in process.

Instructional Aldes Review in process,

Online Leatning Review in process




Exhibit 1, continued
Topic ArealProgram " 000 Monetary Benefits

Summary Statistics

Tolal  Taxpayer MNan- Banofits viefitto © Rate of
In

Benelits Taxpayer turn om

Chlidren's Menta) Health’

Parent CBT for Anxious Chitdren $15,587 $4,807 $10,780 $595 $16,182 nia nle 83%
| Individua! CBT for Anxious Children $13,047 $3913 39,134 ($718) $12,330 $1821  24% 83%
Group CBT for Anxious Children $11,909  $3,563 $8,346 $384 $12,293 nfe nle 90%
CBT for Depressed Adolescents $8,511 52,500 $6.011 {$474) $8,036 $17.83 33% 90%
Brief Strategic Family Therapy (BSFT) $4,652 $1438 $3,214 ($501) $4,151 $9.27 nle 82%
MMT?® for Children with Disruptive Behavior Discrders 35176  $1,703 $3,473 ($1.245) $3,931 $4.16 24% 63%
BPT® for Children with ADHD $3,683 31,122 $2,560 5104 $3,786 nlfe nie 84%
BPT for Children wilh Disruplive Behavior Disorders $3,443  $1,136 $2,307 $103 $3,546 nfe nle 73%
MMT for Children with ADHD $11,677  $3,066 $8,611 {$8,167) §3,510 $145 5% 48%
CBT for Children with ADHD $1,893 $528 $1,466 ($963) $1,031 5208 B% 51%
MST'® for Serious Emotional Disturbance $7.361 52,936 $4,425 ($86,366) $994 3116 2% 67% |
Children's mental health programs for which we have not calculated benefits and costs {at this time): I
Trauma-focused CBT Review in process; results planned lor December, 2011
Families & Schools Togather (FAST)} program Review in process; results planned for December, 2011,
Remaota CBT for Anxtous Children Review in process.
CBT for Depressed Children Too few rigorous evaluations o dale.
Interpersonal Therapy for Depressed Adolescents Too few rigorous evaluations o date
Saocial Skills Training for Depressed Children Toe few rigorous evaluations to date.
Family Treatment for Depressed Adolescents Too few rigorous evaluations to date
Primary Cars Intarventions for Depressed Youth Too few rigorous evaluations o date
! Behaviora! Trealment for Socially Phobic Youth Too few rigorous evaluations 1o dale.
1 Group CBT for Anxious Adolescents Too few rigorous evaluations to date.
Interventions for Suicidal Youth Too few rigorous evatuations to date.
Attentional Training for ADHOD Children Too few rigorous avaluations to date
Social Skils Training for Children with ADHD Too {ew rgorous evaluations to date

General Pravention

Youth Mentoring Programs {laxpayer costs only} $23445 56229 $17.216 ($1,434) $22,010 $1652 16% 94%
Youth Mentoring Programs (lotal costs) $24.785 $6672 518113 {$4,650) $20,135 $539 10% 82%
(Good Behavior Game 514,508 34,137 $10,371 ($150) $14,158 $96 80 79% 100%
. Seattle Social Development Project $6,237 $1.952 $4,.285 ($2,958) $3,279 211 9% 61%
Promoling Alternative Thinking Strategies (PATHS) $1,460 $483 977 {$112) $1,348 $13.04 230% 66%
Quantum Opportunilies Program §24377 $7E670 816,705 ($25,262) ($885) 5098 4% 47%
Children's Aid Society--Carrera $7612 $2285 $5.327 ($13.919) {$6,308) $0.55 nle 38%
Fast Track $3,693 51018 32674 1$57,492) {$53,800) 50.08 nie 0%

General prevention programs for which we hava not calculated benefits and costs {at this time):
Strengthening Families Program For Parents and Youth 10-14  See previous WSIPP publications for past findings, an update Is planned for December, 2011
CASASTART See previous WSIPF publications for past findings; an update is planned for December, 2011
Guiding Good Choices See previous WSIPP publications for past findings; an update is planned for December, 2011

Substance Abuse

Molivational interviewing/Enhancement. Smoking $7,129 $277 $6.853 {$201) $6,928 $3544 nle 8%%
Motivational Interviewing/Enhancement: Alcohol $6,768  §1,408 $5,360 ($202) $6,566 $33.56 nle 99%
Motivational Interviewing/Enhancement: Cannabis $3,867 $1,042 $2.825 ($202) $3,665 $19.18 nle 93%
BASICS" $2.216 $555 $1,662 (5221) $1,995 $1004 nle 86%
Molivational Interviewing/Enhancement: Ificil Druas $2,010 $596 $1.414 ($202) $1,808 §996 nle B0%
Life Skills Training - $1,415 $360 $1.085 (334) $1,382 $4213  nle a8% |
Project Towards No Drug Abuse (TND} $243 $60 5183 ($14) $229 $17.31  nfe 99% ]




Exhibit 1, continued

Monetary Benefits Summary Statistics

Tatal. - Tarpayer  MNon- 5 ) Benefitto . Ratz of | Moagure of
Benelits Taxpayer i Caost Ratio Return on Riah
i ]

i ce 3 n
Substance abuse prevantion and treatment programs for which we have not calculated benefits and costs (at this time):
CBT for Substance Abusers Review In process; results planned for December, 2011,
Realapse Pravention Rewiew in process, results planned for December, 2011
Project Alert See previous WSIPP publications for pasl findings; an update is planned for December, 2011, ¢
Midwestem Prevention Project See pravious WSIPP publications for past findings; an updale is planned for December, 2011
Project Towards No Tobacco Use See previous WSIPP publications for past findings; an update is planned for December, 2011,
All Stars See previous WSIPP publications for past findings; review in process.
Minnesota Smoking Prevention Program See previous WSIPP publicatians for past findings. review in process
Brief Interventions for Substance Abusers Raview in process
Pharmacotherapies for Substance Abuse Review in process
Project Northland Ses previous WSIPP publications for past findings
DARE See previous WSIPP publicalions for past findings.

Adult Mental Health

See Technical Appendix | for meta-analytic results for adult mental health programs covered in this review, We have not have nol completed our computation of
benefils and costs for these programs,

CBT for Adult Anxiety See Technical Appendix | for meta-analytic results

CBT for Adult Depression See Technical Appendix | for meta-analytic results

Remote CBT Review in process; an update Is planned for December, 2011
Trealments for Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder Review in process,; an update is planned for December, 2011
Eye Movemeni Desensilization and Reprocessing Review in process.

Day Programs for Mentally Nl Adults Review in process

Psychotherapies for Bipolar Disorder Review n process

Family Therapies for Adults With Schizophrenia or Bipolar Review in process

Primary Care Interventions for Depression Review in process.

Public Health

See Technical Appendix | for meta-analytic results for prevention programs tamgeting teen pragnancy and obesity, We have not have not completed our computation
of benefils and costs for these programs.

Teen Pregnancy Prevention:

Posiponing Sexual Involvement See Technical AppendIx | for meta-analytic resu'ts
School-Based Service Learning See Technical Appendix | for meta-analytic resulls.
School-Based Sexual Education See Technical Appendix | for meta-analytic results
Taen Outreach Program See Technlcal Appendix | for meta-analytic results.
Adolescent Sibling Pregnancy Prevention See Technical Appendix ! for meta-analytic results
Obesity Prevention:

Schoal Programs for Healthy Eating See Technical Appendix | for meta-analytic resufts
School Programs for Physical Activity See Technical Appendix | for meta-analytic results.
School Programs for Healthy Eating & Physical Activity See Technical Appendix | for meta-analytic results
Early Child Care Nutrition & Physical Activity Too few rigorous evaluations to date

Taxes on Sweetened Beverages and Snack Food Teon few rigorous evatuations to date,

Nutrition Labeling on Menus & Posting Nutritional Information Too few rigorous evaluations to date

Housing

See Technical Appendix | for meta-analytic results for housing programs far offenders returning lo the community and adults wilh mental iliness. We have not have
not completed our computation of benefits and costs for these programs.

Housing Supports for Offenders Retuming to the Community See Technical Appendtx | for meta-analytic results

Houslng Support for Adulls With Mental lliness See Technica’ Appendix | for meta-analytic results
Housing Supports for Serious Violant Offenders See Technical Appendix | for meta-anatytic resulls
Notes to Exhibit 1

' Banefit to cost ratios and return on investment statistics cannot be computed in every case. we list "nfe” for those that cannot be reliably estimated.

? Inst. = stale institutionalized juvenile justice populations

oWt E Cugiilive Dehavioal Therapy - T D ek i e S a0

* Under the child welfare heading, we inciude several behaviora! parent training programs administered by Washinglon State's child welfare system. These
programs also apply to children's mental health.

* Tripla-P = Triple-P Positive Parenting Program

®NEPTS = National Board for Professional Teaching Standards

’For specific behavioral parent training programs currently adm inistered by Washington State's child welfare system, sea the Child Welfare topic heading,

! MMT = Multimodal Therapy

*BPT = Behavioral Parent Training

" MST = Multisystemic Therapy

M BASICS = Brief Alcohol Screening and Intervention of College Students




For further information, contact Steve Aos at
saos@wsipp.wa.gov Document No. 11-07-1201

Washinglon State
Institute for
Public Policy
The Washington Legislalure created the Washington State institute for Pubtic Policy in 1983. The Instilute is governed by a Board of Directors that

represents the legislature, governor, and public universities. The Board guides the development of all Institute activities. The mission of the Institute is
lo assist policymakers, particularly those in the legislature, in making informed Judgments about important, long-term issues facing Washingion Stale.
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Pew-MacArthur Resulis First Initiative

The decisions that state and local governments make today about how to invest their limited
resources will dramatically shape our nation's future. The Pew-MacArthur Results First
Initiative, a project of The Pew Charitable Trusts and the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur
Foundation, works with states and localities to develop the tools policymakers need to identify
and fund effective programs that yield high returns on investment. Using innovative and
customizable methods, Results First partners learn to:

* Create an inventory of currently funded programs.

* Review which programs work.

* Conduct benefit-cost analysis to compare programs’ likely return on investment.
*+ Use evidence to inform spending and policy decisions.

Taken together, these efforts have helped leaders improve public outcomes, reduce costs,
and increase accountability by ensuring that resources are directed toward effective, cost-
beneficial approaches.

Four steps in the Results First process

http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/fact-sheets/2015/07/the-pew-macarthur... 7/25/2016
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1. Create an inventory of currently funded programs. A comprehensive program list
enables policymakers to identify wasteful spending and support approaches that produce
tangible resuits. Results First partners begin their work by developing a detailed program

inventory that includes information on design, costs, capacity, and populations served.

114

A state like Mississippi will always have needs that outpace our
available resources, and having data to accurately predict what we
can get out of our finite resources makes a tremendous difference.

Results First has allowed us to take a step back, evaluate the
programs that we are funding in a particular policy area, and then see
if those programs are actually evidence-based.

Mississippi state Representative Toby Barker (R-District 102)

2. Review which programs work. Rigorous research studies have tested the effectiveness
of many public programs and identified those that are most likely to generate results. In order
to expand the use of these evidence-based approaches, partners use information gleaned
from their program inventory and from national evaluations to categorize how well programs
achieve their desired outcomes. The Results First Clearinghouse Database, an online
collection of information from eight national clearinghouses that conduct independent,
transparent, systematic, and rigorous reviews of available research, helps state and local
partners quickly review available research and assess the rated effectiveness of their

programs.

3. Conduct benefit-cost analysis to compare programs’ likely return on investment.
Information on how the cost of a new opportunity compares with its short- and long-term
effects is critically important in any major budget or policy decision, yet these data are often in
short supply. Thanks to intensive technical assistance, Results First partners coliect cost
information on their programs and services to customize a benefit-cost model that estimates a

return on investment for each assessed program. The Washington State Institute for Public

http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/fact-sheets/2015/07/the-pew-macarthur... 7/25/2016
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Policy developed this model, which includes modules on criminal and juvenile justice, pre-K
through 12th-grade education, child welfare, mental health, substance abuse, and public
heaith.

The beauty of the Results First approach is that it is very open and
transparent. Everything that we fund must meet a high standard, and
providers receive the tools they need to meet that standard. There are

no surprises.

Executive Deputy Commissioner Michael C. Green, New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services

4. Use evidence to inform spending and policy decisions. Information gleaned from the
previous steps enables governments to make more informed policy and budget decisions,
such as reducing or eliminating programs that are shown to produce poor outcomes or that
lack sufficient evidence of effectiveness, and shifting funds to alternatives that can achieve
better outcomes. Results First staff members help partner states and counties interpret

results and develop reports and briefs that explain findings to policymakers.

RESULTS FIRST HELPS NEW MEXICO MAKE EVIDENCE-BASED CHOICES

Since partnering with the Resulits First Initiative in September 2011, New Mexico has
become a leader in using sophisticated benefit-cost analysis to inform policy and budget
decisions. Building on the state's strong history of investing in evidence-based
programs and measuring their performance, the Results First approach has enabled
state policymakers to get a clearer picture of the comparative value of potential taxpayer
investments and to direct resources to the most effective programs. “The only way to
really [know] if you're getting the value of your resources is to gather information, assess
it, and try to determine the outcomes,” says state Representative Luciano “Lucky”
Varela {D-District 48). “I think the evidence-based approach will give us the information
we need to fund the programs that work.”

Results First: An approach that works
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Since 2011, the Resuits First Initiative has partnered with states and counties across the
country to create tools that help guide investments in proven policies and programs. The

Results First approach has helped our partners:

« Systematically analyze data and make decisions based on evidence, rather than

anecdote.

» Target funding to evidence-based programs and develop alternatives to ineffective
options.

Transcend partisan gridlock in enacting effective responses to major challenges and
opportunities.

« Secure outside funding to support effective interventions.

Enact legislation to enable evidence-based policymaking.

» Monitor programs’ fidelity to their original design and their performance against set

targets.

You never have enough resources to do everything you wish you
could. We can make better choices for our community when we use
empirical information rather than gut instinct.

Chief Administrative Officer Susan Mauriello, Santa Cruz County, California

The Pew Charitable Trusts

901 E St. NW, Washington, DC 20004
pewtrusts.org

The Pew Charitable Trusts is driven by the power of knowledge to solve today's most
challenging problems. Pew applies a rigorous, analytical approach to improve public policy,

inform the public and invigorate civic life.
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The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation

140 S. Dearborn St. Chicago, IL 60603

macfound.org

The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation supports creative people and effective
institutions committed to building a more just, verdant, and peaceful world. In addition to
selecting the MacArthur Fellows, the Foundation works to defend human rights, advance
global conservation and security, make cities better places, and understand how technology
is affecting children and society.

Download Related Materials
[} Pew-MacArthur Results First Initiative (PDF)

Related Expert

Gary VanLandingham
Principal Officer

The Pew Charitable Trusts

MEDIA CONTACT

Jeremy Ratner

Director, Communications
202.540.6507
jratner@pewtrusts.org

TOPICS
State Policy, Governing
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